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ABSTRACT 
“SpARTs” pARTnerships studies the context of corporate support for the arts, 
analyzes sports as the sponsorship industry leader to glean best practices and provides 
strategic recommendations to improve an arts organization’s sponsorship program. The 
need for private support is growing. Corporate support continues to ebb and flow, yet is 
transitioning from corporate philanthropy to marketing-based sponsorship. The research 
concludes that the arts can learn from sports sponsorships how to create mutual and 
sustainable strategic philanthropic partnerships that meet business objectives and provide 
much needed unrestricted revenue to support their art and mission. The research suggests 
hybrid support to maximize the arts tax deductibility and perceived social impact while 
surpassing sponsor objectives. By using an explanatory, sequential mixed method approach, 
this thesis examines multiple sources of industry data over a period of years and explains 
those findings through a thorough review of corresponding literature and four diverse 
interviews with field professionals. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Contributed revenue is an important income source for arts organizations. 
According to the National Endowment for the Arts, contributed revenue makes up the 
majority of funding for the arts at roughly 56% in 2012 (Woronkowicz 2012, 1) increasing 
from 45% in 2004 (Cowen 2004, 1) – see Figure 1 and Figure 2 on the next page. With a 
closer look at these charts spanning nearly a decade and through The Great Recession1, one 
notices that corporate giving has increased 180% as a portion of an arts organization’s 
revenue from 3% to 8.4% – the largest increase of any other income source during that time. 
This does not mean that corporation giving has increased in dollars the most of any source, 
but as a portion of an arts organization’s annual budget. This increase is an opportunity and 
arts administrators should not ignore this but maximize and perpetuate it. More recently, the 
International Event Group (known as IEG) reported that corporate sponsorships to the arts 
increased 14% between 2010 (IEG 2014) and 2016 to $962 million (IEG 2017). Yet, IEG 
made these remarks on the slower growth as arts organizations missed their projection mark 
by $8 million from 2015 to 2016, “While corporate interest remains high, spending growth is 
hampered by organizations that continue to sell need based sponsorships, not marketing 
driven solutions” (IEG 2016). Finally, and for several reasons outlined in this study, arts 
administrators too often overlook corporate sponsorships as a proven and crucial support 
element to maximizing and sustaining their arts (Metrick 2012, 2).  
 
  
                                                 
1
 December 2007 to June 2009 – National Bureau of Economic Research 
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Figure 1 - How the United States Funds the Arts 2004 
 
 
Figure 2 - How the United States Funds the Arts 2012 
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Thesis Statement 
The arts can learn from sports sponsorships how to create mutual and 
sustainable strategic philanthropic partnerships that meet sponsor objectives and 
provide much needed unrestricted revenue to support their art and mission.  
 Over a decade ago, Brand Strategy pointed out what we have subconsciously known. 
For the past twenty years, sports have dominated the sponsorship market worldwide, 
claiming between seventy-five and eighty percent of the market. The arts only account for 
between eight and ten percent for sponsorships during that span (Brand Strategy 2005). 
More recently, in mid-2014, PerforMind™
2
 stated through their software data report that 
the “arts makes up 23% of the Sponsorship industry…The Arts sector remains the second 
largest within Sponsorship [next to Sports]” [clarification added] (Leeds 2014). IEG, using a 
broader sample size with a more reputable analysis, has put sports at 70% and arts at 4% the 
last several years (IEG 2017) – see Figure 3. A corporate sponsorship is an exchange of a 
monetary fee paid to the arts organization in consideration for marketing services of 
business objectives. Corporate giving is grants or donations for philanthropic or civic 
reasons. Despite sports events and organizations having larger audiences and more assets 
that are valuable, the disparity in patron size or value is not proportionate to the current 
revenue gap. Simply, the arts have not developed, maximized or sustained their corporate 
sponsorships like sports organizations have done. Because the arts are stuck, stubbornly, in 
seeking corporate support mainly from a philanthropic perspective, they focus on their own 
organizational needs or worthiness for fear of tainting their art, thus appealing only to the 
discretionary dollar. 
                                                 
2
 The May edition of the Report uses data collected from throughout the previous year – over 50,000 opportunities and partnerships in all 
taking place (in 2013), in 145 different countries. The data is collected from the PerforMind™ software, which over 250 brands around the 
world rely on to track and evaluate their own Sponsorship and Community Investment and activities (Leeds 2014) 
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Figure 3 - IEG Sponsorship Market by Type 2017 
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In recent years, the discretionary dollar for corporations has gone to shareholders or 
the corporations invest it internally to weather future storms like The Great Recession, 
which most of us recently experienced. The arts must switch from a discretionary ask 
(requests of extra, undesignated, variable profits) to a strategic ask (requests for investment 
expenses that are linked to expanding profits) that embeds itself as a part or as an extension 
of the corporation’s core business objectives for corporate growth and corporate profit. 
Then the corporation will view the partnership as necessary for the core business and not 
optional.  
The problem with arts funding is three-fold: 1) Financial shifts in new regulations, 
cash reserve requirements and shareholder demands have increased expenses and decreased 
investment (Birstingl 2016, 1), 2) The arts continue to implement broken strategic tools to 
fix the worsening situation, and 3) The arts’ inability to collaborate and fear of taking risks 
hinders partnerships and solutions. Perhaps the latter is the most damaging.  
According to those same charts in Figure 1 and Figure 2, government funding for 
the arts from national, regional, and local sources is declining. National foundation giving is 
consolidating through efforts like ArtPlace narrowing its guidelines to creative placemaking 
for fewer organizations and therefore becoming less accessible (Woronkowicz 2012, 21). 
Individual and local foundation giving is changing from mission-based philanthropy (giving 
focused on the charities’ existing mission) to venture philanthropy – using the charity to 
fulfill the foundations’ mission with disregard to the charities’ current programs (EVPA 
2016). The negative connotation of venture philanthropy is most common when a current 
donor or funder desires a different the impact, output, beneficiary, or outcome from the 
cause for renewed support that conflicts with an organization’s programs or strategic 
objectives. This different kind of philanthropy often distracts charities and programs in 
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order to fulfill a philanthropist’s mission. All of the sources mentioned above are becoming 
more and more designated and restricted with their giving which creates costs outside of the 
budget, duties beyond job descriptions, ideals that compete with the strategic plan, and 
sometimes conflict with the mission.  
 Corporate philanthropy, in an environment of shareholder pressure for profitability 
and shrinking margins, is merging with corporate marketing (becoming strategic 
philanthropy) that intentionally extends brand to a desired target market. For the most part, 
it seems that arts groups -- big and small, visual and performing, especially in the American 
Heartland -- seek revenue through old models of mission-based philanthropy from each of 
these sources (IEG 2015).  
According to IEG, “68 percent say their organizations view sponsorship no 
differently than philanthropy or simply as a category of funding for events and programs. 
Less than one-third (32%) recognize the need to treat sponsorship differently from 
donations given that it is designed to achieve marketing objectives” (IEG 2016).  In addition, 
SponsorMap claims,  
“Unfortunately, many arts organizations do not highlight many of 
these key elements when seeking sponsorship. Many arts organizations 
submit well thought out sponsorship proposals and have a good sense of 
style about them, but there is often something missing in terms of the value 
proposition. The value of the arts sponsorship is not ‘consumer-centric’, 
instead it is focused on a sales package incentives as if they were selling to 
sponsors the same messages as what you would use to sell to the audience. 
Too much about selling a sales package and not enough about a potential 
sponsors marketing and corporate objectives” (SponsorMap 2009). 
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Without abandoning a diversified contributed revenue portfolio and without dethroning the 
paramount priority of earned income, the arts should learn from other sectors’ gains in 
marketing partnerships to help fund their missions. These funds are undesignated, 
unrestricted revenue from corporations because the revenue’s use is not restricted to the 
sponsored property but available for general mission-based impact. The costs come with 
packaging, activating, and measuring these partnerships but only as a portion of the 
sponsorship exchange and not a majority like restricted or designated giving.  By looking at 
how sports engage, activate, fulfill and galvanize sponsorships (Fortunato 2013), the arts can 
overcome its resistance to corporate support (fear of "prostituting" its art, lack of 
implementation time and resources, and/or inability to change with corporate philosophical 
shifts) to produce lasting, significant and equal partnerships. 
The fact persists that corporations exist to make profit. As boldly stated and 
explained by Milton Friedman in his New York Times Magazine article more than a generation 
ago, “…there is one and only one social responsibility of business – to use resources and 
engage in activities designed to increase its profit . . .” (Friedman 1970). This article was not 
an original work but was the summation of centuries of thought from our American 
capitalistic seedbed. Capitalism and free markets have made our country great and Friedman 
goes on to explain that corporations are not opposed to social responsibility or philanthropy; 
they simply are not the entity that should partake. Social responsibility and philanthropy is 
the duty and pleasure of the individual, the citizen, a government program, a church, and the 
“non-profit” and/or “not-for-profit” organization – thus the namesake for those private, 
subsidized entities born in the U.S. 
 There are many tangential consequences when a society does not embrace nor 
practice widely social responsibility and philanthropy. Eventually, the wealthiest and marked 
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“resource hoarders” are called on to care – whether they are a real person or an imaginary, 
legal entity like a corporation.  In fairness, it is most likely not the imaginary entity that is 
responsible but the individuals that execute the businesses or major shareholders that 
provide equity. Corporations do not hoard resources, but they do capitalize for future 
investment in order to grow. Individuals hoard and corporations exist to make profit for 
these hoarders and non-hoarders (a.k.a. philanthropists).  This research does not explore the 
changing nature of individual philanthropy and corporate purpose but rather Friedman’s 
apical statement was a turning point in corporate giving in America. This statement is 
important to understand, and though largely ignored the past forty years it is still true as 
“corporation giving” is returning to this law of purpose.3  
In the beginning of this new century and millennium, non-profits and the arts are 
feeling the effects of this truth – profit over social responsibility. However, corporation 
giving and corporate social responsibility today is masked. Corporations are using causes, 
non-profits, and social activities to ensure their customer base, expand their market, and 
improve image. Cornwell and Humphreys’ article on sponsorship recall from Psychology & 
Marketing documents the reasoning behind this strategy. “For example, if the brand seeks to 
develop associations to a cause or charity in order to build their corporate social 
responsibility record in the mind of consumers, explicit memory of the sponsor – event 
relationship may be key” (Cornwell and Humphrey 2013, 395). IEG’s latest survey data of 
corporate sponsors proves the shift of corporate support and the market dominance of 
sports over the arts and other social entities. Giving USA’s report on giving highlights the 
growth of corporate involvement with philanthropic institutions – 13.7% increase from 2013 
                                                 
3
 It is better to use “corporation” giving as opposed to “corporate” giving because corporate giving could be defined as a group of 
individuals giving through a foundation, collaborative means, or pooled funds instead of gifts from a corporation. For this study, regardless 
of nomenclature, this thesis means “corporation” instead of "corporate."  
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to 2014 (Indiana University 2015). By ignoring corporations, the arts lose opportunity. By 
embracing them, the arts can find new ways to partner, collaborate, and secure needed 
resources for their own missions which are not concerned with profit. 
  
Research Questions 
How can the arts learn from sports sponsorship to maximize lasting, strategic 
partnerships and support their mission in mutual exchanges that do not dilute its art? 
Underneath that main question are subsequent questions for interviews and case study 
research.  
 How are sports’ approach and activation of sponsorships different from current 
philanthropic-based practices of arts organizations?  
 What arts strategies have been the most or least effective in recent years and what are 
the projected trends for the next several years? These could range from corporations 
accused of tainting, commercializing artistic quality – objectifying art; or how UBIT 
(unrelated business income tax) can be avoided without compromising the 
marketability or fruitfulness of a partnership.  
 How are arts organizations creating sustainable partnerships through outcomes 
linked to target markets and monetary returns in the proposal and fulfillment stages? 
 Are "monogamous" sponsorships better than "logo soup" efforts for both the arts 
organization and corporation? How can risks associated with this strategy be 
minimized? 
 How can a mutual partnership be achieved without "prostituting," degrading, or 
distracting the art? What exactly is the general yet pervasive opposition of these 
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partnerships from the Arts and how can one navigate despite these potential 
challenges? 
 
Literature Review  
This research selected proportionate volumes of qualitative and quantitative sources 
to execute the explanatory sequential mixed method approach. Most of the sources provide 
context in order to support the apparent change in corporate support from philanthropy to 
marketing. The rest of the sources were selected to support or provide a different 
perspective on the secondary research questions that focus on sports sponsorships as a 
model, case studies outlining the reasons and solutions for failed partnerships and 
opposition to corporate support from the arts be it interference with the quality or mission 
of the art. Primarily, the sources provide direction and ideas for implementation of corporate 
sponsorships for arts organizations over the next decade. Some may not consider a few of 
the selected sources scholarly articles and most of those were more quantitative in their 
approach. The research comes from trusted industry sources from sports, arts, and general 
sponsorship sectors. This research thoroughly reviewed dozens of sources during its 
literature search phase. Those that are were not used, quoted, or sourced as a part of 
research were either duplicate in nature, would have skewed a desired balance, or were 
deemed inferior in comparison to used sources, even if they were of high quality.   
 Two of the most helpful seminal sources of the research were:  
 Sports sponsorship: Principles and practices (Fortunato 2013)  
  
 Sponsorship: The Fine Art of Corporate Sponsorship: The Corporate Sponsorship of Art 
(McGinness, et al 2005) 
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Regardless of the stigma of perceived corporate hoarding and their myopic focus on profit, 
there is a new era of corporate support that is emerging. Because of the changes in this 
revenue source, there was a preference given to information created in the last decade or so 
(after 2005). 
This particular thesis is a mixed-method approach (both some quantitative research 
and more qualitative research) through pre-gathered sponsorship, philanthropic and arts 
funding data, personal interviews, and extensive and inclusive written sources. The data for 
the quantitative portion utilizes and compares the data between multiple years (mostly 
consecutive years when available) for trend discovery. Even though this data was not an 
original collection to this research, the comparative analysis between several years and 
comparing sponsorship specific data to philanthropic data to arts only data is a unique 
process that yields original conclusions. The quantifiable data selected for this research also 
helped provide a foundation of the current state of corporate support. Interviews of field 
professionals explained these trends and changes and provide a possible way forward. By not 
understanding the corporate premise, many implement sponsorships that are short-lived and 
damaging to both entities. The interviews dig into experienced and relative sports and arts 
executives through personal interviews for qualitative perspectives. The interviewees' 
transcribed case studies provide the basis recommendations for the future creation of 
successful “strategic partnerships” for the arts.  
The written research referenced earlier helped explain this data. The written case 
studies and articles from both academic and industry-leading sources add complimentary and 
opposing views to complete the research. The research chose several articles from industry 
experts to explore the merits and oppositions of this new era. The thesis chose other articles 
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as reliable sources of practical and applicable strategies to implement this new form of 
corporation giving.  
There are potentially hundreds of opinion and how-to articles dedicated to corporate 
sponsorship for non-profits and many of those are dedicated to the arts. These articles seem 
to carry the same thread and many re-emphasize the same points. This research attempted to 
find the most thorough and expert articles and include them for the qualitative written 
portion of this thesis. The articles that proved most helpful are not exclusive to the United 
States. Experts and scholars in Canada, Great Britain, Australia, and Germany wrote several 
articles. Despite global diversity and differing economies and funding environments, the 
principles of sponsorship have a strong foundation connecting the global sponsorship 
community. IEG as global sponsorship firm is able to navigate these borders and finds 
important commonality in its research.  
The research used a handful of secondary sources for their contribution to the 
uniqueness and effectiveness of corporate support for non-profits as a whole. The research 
explored several academic secondary sources that address corporate sponsorship in the arts 
to balance the implications and discussion of this project. According to Cornwell and 
Humphrey, “. . . more than 300 academic papers have been written on sponsorship 
measurement, management, policy, and concepts” (Cornwell & Humphreys 2013, 394). For 
arts specifically, there is less academic research than sports (Tyrie and Ferguson 2013, 133). 
The thesis selected a few articles in relation to art measurement and tax opinion from the 
how-to category to inform the discussion section.  
The secondary source that most closely aligns to the hypothesis and research 
question of this study is the Olson article from the European Journal of Marketing. 
According to its abstract, “The purpose of this paper is to develop a comprehensive model 
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of high-level sponsorship effects that works well in both sports and cultural sponsorship 
contexts (Olson 2000).” This source was the key “branch” off the research's “trunk.” Several 
articles about sponsorship trends in general and for non-profits and the arts come from IEG 
experts. As the owners of the quantifiable data of this research, their opinion is greatly 
valued. Other arts industry leaders’, TCG (Theatre Communications Group) and Americans 
for the Arts, research and sponsorship opinions are included as well.  
 
Methods 
 The study of sponsorships leans heavily on the analytical (trends and measurements) 
and anecdotal (practice and intuition). In order to provide an accurate picture of the state of 
arts sponsorships and how the arts might learn from another sector to improve its 
sponsorships, a quantitative approach with a subsequent, embedded qualitative approach 
was the best fit. The Literature Review has outlined the details of this process.  
 This study addresses the development of corporate partnerships for the Arts. This 
thesis used an explanatory sequential mixed methods design that involved analyzing 
quantitative data first and then explaining the quantitative results with in-depth qualitative 
findings. In the first quantitative phase of the study, survey data was collected from IEG 
Survey participants through their latest IEG/ESP Properties 2017 Sponsorship Decision-
Makers Survey to test transformative framework theory to assess whether the success of 
sports sponsorships relate to the potential success of arts corporate partnerships. The 
second, qualitative phase helped explain the quantitative results. In this explanatory follow-
up, the exploration of partnerships’ qualified written sources then supplement and further 
develop the argument through a diverse gamut of expert interviews. This study looked at the 
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history of corporate support, sports sponsorship, and arts sponsorship to project future 
success for the arts.  
 The IEG’s “Sponsorship Decision-Makers Survey” 2016 and 2017 (released in 
January each year) reports and projects on sponsorship spending globally and continentally 
(North America) and as a portion of marketing budgets within corporations. It breaks down 
that spending by industry category (i.e., property types) that include sports (the #1 
category/property – 70% of the market) and arts – the focus of this study (see Figure 3). 
IEG breaks down the spending by rights fees (direct money to sponsees for the agreements) 
and activation (indirect money to promote and fulfill those agreements). It lists the most 
valuable benefits, marketing objectives or outcomes, leverage channels, and sponsee services. 
Finally, it gauges propensity for growth and change for and between sponsorship 
opportunities.  IEG conducted the 2017 survey online in December 2016 and received 102 
responses. This thesis compiled data through IEG/ESP’s Annual Sponsorship Spending 
Review and Forecast (IEG 2017).  
 Giving USA Foundation’s “Giving USA 2015 and 2016 Reports” (released in June 
each year) provide totals of contributions in America by source and recipient. Sources 
include corporations but only charitable gifts and exclude sponsorship marketing dollars that 
are non-tax-deductible. Giving USA does not consider sports as charities. Therefore, 
recipients include the arts but not sports. Giving USA also reports trends over forty-years in 
year-to-year total giving and giving as a percent of US Gross Domestic Product (a national 
income equivalent). According to Giving USA, the reports’ “estimates” rely on econometric 
analyses and tabulations of tax data, economic indicators and demographics. The Giving 
USA Advisory Council on Methodology (ACM) develops and approves these estimates. The 
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council is made of research directors from national nonprofit organizations and scholars of 
philanthropy and the nonprofit sector (Indiana University 2017). 
 The National Endowment for the Arts’ How the United States Funds the Arts 
publication provides a breakdown of revenue sources including corporate revenue. It is 
unclear whether sponsorship dollars are included in the earned income segment or are a part 
of the corporate contributed income segment. The NEA compiled these estimates in 2004 
and most recently 2012. They based these estimates on an analysis of 2004 data for the 2004 
report and 2006-2010 data for the 2012 report. The sources of the data are the Urban 
Institute’s National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS), the US Census Bureau’s 
Economic Census, The Conference Board, The Foundation Center, National Assembly of 
State Arts Agencies, Americans for the Arts, and other “various data sources . . . where  
estimates were missing or for validation” (Woronkowicz 2012).  
This thesis selected interviewees based on knowledge of arts and/or sports 
sponsorships; lengthy tenure in the sponsorship field; current and past positions; 
representation from sponsor, sponsee, and third-party agent; gender inclusivity; U.S. 
geographic spread including costal and mainland presence; and experience with small and 
large sponsorships.  This study provides the transcriptions of the interviews located in the 
appendices for perusal and reference.  
Eric Douglass, currently based in New Orleans, has extensive experience in Southern 
California, the Mid-West, the Southeast and New York. He has been working with 
sponsorships in both the arts and sports for over twenty-five (25) years mostly through his 
firm AES Consultants (Arts, Entertainment, and Sports Consultants). Primarily as a third-
party agency of record, he has represented properties/sponsees. His clients have included 
16 
 
the AT&T Pebble Beach Pro-Am, U.S. Open Tennis Championship, Recording Academy, 
High Museum of Art, and Atlanta Symphony Orchestra.  
Joe Januszewski is Executive Vice President with the Texas Rangers in the Dallas-
Fort Worth Metroplex and has been selling MLB corporate partnerships for eighteen-plus 
(18+) years. He has succeeded in building corporate partnerships in Texas (Rangers), San 
Diego (Padres), Boston (Red Sox), and back to Texas. As a past representative of a cultural 
brand such as the Boston Red Sox, he understands the complexities and hesitancies of 
commercialization over tradition and culture.  
Lesa Ukman was the founder of IEG (International Event Group – 
www.sponsorship.com) in 1982. IEG is the leading resource in sponsorship and many would 
say the mother of sponsorship for industry statistics, property valuation, and much more for 
sports and arts. She created the system of measurement to value sponsorships from a third-
party source. According to Ms. Ukman, cause marketing - which was created by Jerry Walsh 
not Carol Cone, who often gets credit for it – was introduced in 1984. Lesa, an arts 
enthusiast and sports expert, speaks regularly to arts and sports leaders. Originally from 
Chicago, Lesa is an international figure in sponsorships. In 2016, she launched Lesa Ukman 
Partnerships that will utilize a new algorithm for capturing the social value that causes and 
corporate partnerships generate. The method, ProSocial Valuation ServiceSM, values the 
social good that comes from community partnerships. Different from cause-related 
marketing or corporate social responsibility, she has coined the term Corporate Social 
Opportunity to correlate to this new work. Lesa is not only a leader and founder in 
corporate sponsorships but on the cutting edge of this ever-changing and developing 
industry especially for the arts (Lesa Ukman Partnerships, 2016).  
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The final interview was with Alice Sachs Zimet. Ms. Zimet was a former corporate 
marketing executive for 20 years at Chase Manhattan Bank, current arts consultant through 
her Arts + Business Partners firm, and lecturer through New York University’s graduate arts 
administration program. Her specialty is corporate sponsorships in the arts. Chase was one 
of the first companies to take philanthropy and marketing and create exponential programs. 
Zimet “generated over $2 billion for the bank using the arts as a strategic marketing tool.” 
Most her experience has been in arts instead of sports.  
 In addition to the personal interviews in this research, a large portion of one of the 
seminal written sources (SPONSORSHIP: The Fine Art of Corporate Sponsorship, the 
Corporate Sponsorship of Fine Art) by McGinness is a compilation of interview transcripts. 
These interviews are important to introduce because the aforementioned are with artistic 
managers or sponsorship managers and not artists per se. The following will briefly describe 
the interviews with specific artists used from that portion of research. The interviews used 
from McGinness’ book are:  
 Tony Arcabascio – New York  artist, marketer, and cultural leader 
 James Marshall (DALEK) – New York visual artist 
 Jose Parla (EASE) – New York visual artist 
 David Ellis – New York visual artist 
 Brendan Fowler – Los Angeles publisher and artist biographer 
 Young Kim – Commercial and music video creative director 
The interviews as a whole are raw expression from artists who understand the motives, 
trends, and interests of corporations in marketing through the arts. Their perspective, albeit 
primitive and at times obscene, is a good wake up call for the arts industry as a whole.  
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Although this work dates toward the early part of this thesis' ideal resource date 
range, it provides a clear reasoning as to the resistance and objections of corporate support 
and possible solutions. An exhibit by Ryan McGinness and Tony Arcabascio curated totally 
out of sponsorship logos and product placement birthed this book. The art was the 
sponsorship recognition. The essays and interviews come out of this artistic experience and 
offer a unique perspective.  
 
Limitations of this Study 
 This study did not conduct new surveys and relied on the IEG studies for a basis. To 
verify assumptions and conclusions, more segmented data should be collected to 
differentiate arts and non-support and philanthropic versus marketing support. It did not 
conduct new case studies on current arts sponsorships for best practices but relied on the 
examples provided from the interviews. In order to provide a more focused and fresh 
approach, it looked to sports sponsorships as the leading sector to inspire new ways of 
creating arts corporate partnerships. In fulfillment of this study’s thesis proposal, it generated 
more than five potential, overarching future trends from studying sports sponsorship and 
provided four new opportunities to begin implementing. Please find these at the end of 
chapter three, which became the decisive discussion section instead of the traditional 
conclusion section.  
 
 
Introduction Summary 
 Raising significant funds for the arts is never easy. Garnering strategic philanthropic 
partnerships that are fiscally rewarding, mutually satisfying, appropriate and good matches, 
sustainable and long lasting are just as difficult to secure. The process of valuing one’s 
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property, pursuing the right match, creating a partnership plan, activing that plan, and 
providing fulfillment through reports takes significant investment of time, dollars, and 
staffing. According to Olson, “Both  sports  and  cultural  related  objects  would  thereby  
benefit  by  undertaking research  that  determines  the  fit  perceptions,  pre-attitude  and  
involvement  levels of their key audience/market to better target firms/brands which would 
most benefit the object because of the positive effect this would also provide them as 
sponsors" (Olson 2010). However, the results for the non-profit and the corporate partner 
will be real, become a necessity to the corporation’s business and enhance the program and 
mission of the arts organization.  
 When studying sports sponsorships, it would be inappropriate for the arts simply to 
mimic sports partnerships. However, the mindset, process, and delivery could be the same 
within a very different context. Due to the popularity, patron diversity, and broadcast media 
of sports, the arts will not gain a majority share of the market. Corporate philanthropy is 
undoubtedly dying albeit gradually and corporate social responsibility is overshadowed by 
using more obvious social causes to win over and develop customers through their passions 
and interests. With good training, courageous partnerships, and investment for growth, the 
arts could easily double if not triple its sponsorship market share. 
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CHAPTER ONE:  
GENERAL CONTEXT OF SPONSORSHIPS AND WHY SPONSORSHIPS 
 The history of sponsorship is circular and the fine line between corporate 
sponsorship and corporate philanthropy seems blurred. After a contextual source review and 
a qualitative study on personalized definitions, the circular and blurred history becomes 
apparent. It becomes difficult to create a springboard on which to be proactive, to predict, 
and capitalize on opportunities. However, this ambiguity lessens with knowledge and a fuller 
understanding provides more clarity.  
  
Sponsorship defined 
  Sponsorship, as generally defined in Shepard Fairey’s essay in Ryan McGinness’ arts 
sponsorship book adapted from Webster dictionary, is “a business [or organization to 
include religious or government institutions] that finances a program [or activity] in return 
for advertising [a tangible benefit].” (McGinness, et al 2005, 18) – etymological emphasis 
added in brackets. The leader of modern sponsorship, IEG, defines it as a commercial 
relationship between a company and a property in which the company pays a fee in return 
for access to the exploitable commercial potential associated with the property (IEG 2016).  
In John Fortunato’s Sports Sponsorship book, he quotes Meenagan as saying sponsorship is 
an “investment, in cash or in-kind, in an activity, in return for access to the exploitable 
commercial potential associated with that activity” (Fortunato 2013, pg. 9).  
 
History and more definitions 
 The idea of sponsorship at its historical roots would be the financing of someone 
else’s activity based on expertise that benefits the financier’s own activity. This notion of 
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indirect promotion has been around for ages.  Limited observations of the earliest artistic 
and athletic activities were with religious and government activities. The Roman Catholic 
Church “sponsored” the creation of Gregorian chant to enhance the Mass worship 
experience. Alexander the Great “sponsored” an ancient Greek Olympian to promote the 
dominance of his tribe of Macedonia. Sponsorship has existed since antiquity. These early 
examples of sponsorship were not selfless acts of philanthropy. There were tangible returns 
not as easily attributed to currency proceeds but to image, experience enhancement or power 
establishment. Wright explains in her ethical article on arts sponsorship “Sponsorship isn’t 
philanthropy; it’s a business exchange and in this context, if a sponsorship can’t work for 
either party, then it shouldn’t be entered into” (Wright 2014).  
 Through the ages and over time, sponsorship has crossed political borders, 
permeated social-economic levels, and suffused the broadest spectrum of our cultural 
experiences today - perhaps sports on one end and arts on the other. What is important to 
remember comes from Wright’s definitive statement – sponsorships always expect a return. 
All of this brings us to recent and more localized history of sponsorship in the United States 
in the mid-twentieth century where it continues to evolve paralleling our culture and its 
shifts.  
 Ms. Lesa Ukman in her interview for this research recounted the beginnings of 
modern corporate support history for sports, causes, and others. Up until the early 1980s 
sports sponsorship was primarily media buys. A change occurred when larger tobacco 
companies such as Phillip Morris were restricted from advertising in mass media. They 
needed to find creative ways to market their brands and turned to sponsorship of sporting 
and arts events. Their creativity resonated and was successful in reaching targeted audiences. 
John Fortunato in his Sports Sponsorship book acknowledged that in the 1950s radio and 
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television had sponsored programs (Fortunato 2013). According to Alice Sachs Zimet in her 
interview Chase Manhattan Bank was one of the first arts sponsorship programs along with 
possibly Phillip Morris and American Express. 
 American Express’ pioneering in alternative advertising campaigns was through a 
subset of sponsorship called “Cause-related Marketing.” Ukman’s former company that she 
founded, IEG, defines Cause-related Marketing as a transaction-based relationship between 
a business and a nonprofit whereby product sales or other consumer activity trigger a 
donation to a nonprofit (IEG 2016). Ukman comments that Jerry Welsh of American 
Express was the first to unveil this type of program through a campaign to support the 
Chicago’s Lincoln Park Zoo. Ukman also explains that the behavior from the consumer ties 
to a donation for a nonprofit.  
 During this aspect of the research, it became evident that some sources differed on 
the use and understanding of the term “sponsorship” (more marketing based) and 
“corporate philanthropy” (less-marketing based). The arts especially did not apply the terms 
consistently. It is important to understand the context and semantics at this point because 
the words can be unintentionally misleading. Many hybrids, new trends and initiatives receive 
new names on an ongoing basis. This research explored the definitions of sponsorship, 
cause-related marketing, strategic philanthropy, venture philanthropy, corporate social 
responsibility (CSR), corporate partnerships, etc. IEG publishes a list of definitions 
concerning sponsorship. In fact, Ukman wrote the most prominent and widely used 
definition of sponsorship (please see definition in preceding section above) and their 
definition is the standard-bearer and most widely accepted worldwide. More philanthropic 
support definitions do not seem to have the same foundation of authority. Unfortunately, 
the arts float in this domain -- sometimes intentionally but more often unconsciously. For 
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instance, Walker in his essay outlined in McGinness’ Sponsorship that “Corporate Sponsorship 
of fine art and cultural events became more widespread from the 1960s” (McGinness and 
Walker 2005, 39). However, after reading further, one realizes that corporate sponsorship 
stated here is more a general philanthropic support where recognition is the only 
reciprocation. Later, Walker says that corporate support was “a given by 1985,” when a 
director of New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art commented, “There is no question 
that because we have become dependent on corporate sponsorships, we keep an eye on 
which shows are likely to be funded by corporations and which are not” (McGinness and 
Walker 2005, 39). In addition, during the interview with Mr. Januszewski he uses the word 
sponsorship as more of a philanthropic initiative – “one-way street . . . giving . . . 
underwriting.” He replaces the traditional marketing-based notion of sponsorship with the 
word partnership – “something that both parties want to be involved in and both hopefully 
are seeing benefit from.” This fits his relationship-based philosophy and obviously successful 
efforts.  
With any trending corporate landscape – especially one that mirrors the culture of 
the marketplace, definitions and words are ever changing. Under the umbrella of “corporate 
support,” one will hear the terms sponsorship, partnership, and cause-related marketing. 
During this research, the findings realized that the term “cause-related partnerships” referred 
to in the thesis proposal was truly “strategic philanthropy.” Historically, practitioners coined 
the term “cause-related” as a transactional approach that consumers triggered contributions 
through their purchases. “Strategic Philanthropy” is the notion of combined marketing and 
philanthropic that proves advantageous to arts organizations in accomplishing business 
objectives of sales, image, and community responsibility (Lewandowska 2015). Finally, 
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Porter and Kramer affirmed this arts and general misunderstanding, “few phrases are 
overused and poorly defined as ‘Strategic Philanthropy’” (Kramer and Porter 2014).   
 Corporate support, in its more philanthropic form, began to become prominent for 
the arts in the 1960s mostly due to David Rockefeller at Chase Manhattan Bank (Metrick 
2013, 4). He started the Business Committee for the Arts in 1967 (Chong 2003, 155). Not in 
the financial sector, one of the earliest instances of corporate sponsorship for the arts was 
with Pepsi’s “Portrait of America” calendar in the 1940s.  Then, the American art press 
argued for big business to become the new “art angel” and assume “the role of patron help 
by the Church and aristocracy in past ages” (Robson 2015, 329). Zimet, a former Chase 
Manhattan Bank executive, referenced corporate philanthropy as purer, “not 100% pure.” 
Those who encouraged corporate America to be an “art angel” in the 1940s “made the error 
of not recognizing that while public patronage was relatively disinterested, corporate support 
for the arts is necessarily a business transaction or an interested investment” (Robson 2015, 
341). 
 Granted, arts corporate support is a very large “grey-area” in order to potentially 
navigate the tax code, maximize their support of tax-exempt charities and/or pass their 
company-centric investment as community-centric. IEG acknowledges in its Why Sponsorship 
article, “Sponsorship implies a degree of altruism absent from more commercial types of 
marketing” (IEG 2016). Arts groups should master, maximize, and not demonize this 
concept. To contrast Friedman’s philosophy that the corporate responsibility of a 
corporation is to make profit, Gingrich in the same 1960s time period adds that “the public 
has come to expect corporations to live up to certain standards of good citizenship” (Chong 
2003, 156). An image of doing good helps the companies make more profit. It can also help 
right a wrong as Garber explains in Patronizing the Arts, “in effect, savvy advertisers seek – 
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and perhaps receive – public ‘absolution’ (remission of guilt or sin) by patronizing the arts.” 
Philip Morris’ arts investments of late last century and British Petroleum’s (BP’s) museum 
sponsorships early this century provide evidence of this. On the other hand, not all arts 
patrons react equally to sponsorship. The recent protests at the Tate Museum show that 
some cynical arts patrons believe they are being brainwashed by this corporate support and 
that it is unethical (Wright 2014).  
 Regardless of the degrees of philanthropic-based and marketing-based corporate 
support, the definitions are important to understand as we dig into trends and eventually 
implications for successful application in the future. This modern shift puts the occurrence 
earlier than the post-millennial assumption (the last ten to fifteen years) at the beginning of 
this research. That correction doubles or triples the trend period from originally assumed 
and points to a less dramatic shift in corporate support and possibly a more gradual yet 
continued shift in the decades to come. There is no question that the recent financial 
corrections and recessions after the tech-bubble burst, Enron-scandal, and housing-market 
crash accentuated this trend. However, they were not the catalyst.  
 
Today’s Trends 
 Today, the sponsorship market is growing and shows signs of opportunity for the 
arts. After analyzing the most recent data collected by IEG, the proportion of sponsorship 
dollars that go to sports (70%) and arts (4%) has remained consistent over the last few years 
(IEG 2017) - See Figure 3. The arts in North America are projected to hit $994,000,000 in 
2017 up from $923,000,000 in 2014 an 8% increase during that span yet still lags global 
sponsorship growth for all industries by more than 13%. Over the course of those four years 
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(2013-2017), sponsorship spending in North America has increased 17% from $18.9 billion 
to $23.2 billion (IEG 2016; IEG 2017).  
 A similar comparison conducted by Giving USA (not a direct comparison due to a 
year difference and United States for giving versus North America for sponsorship) shows 
consistent growth except for 2013 and a 33% increase in philanthropic giving from 
corporations to all charities during that span (Indiana University 2016). Unfortunately, a 
breakdown of corporate support for the arts was not available. However, assuming that the 
recipient breakdown of five percent to the arts and five percent from corporations remains 
consistent (Indiana University 2016), then philanthropic and sponsorship dollars are 
equivalent in the high nine-figure range. On the other hand, these giving increases are not 
keeping pace proportionately with profits. In fact, in a turn of the millennium article by the 
Harvard Business Review, corporate giving as a percentage of profits dropped by 50% (from 
2% to 1%) in the last decade or so of the twentieth century (Porter & Kramer 2002). It 
remains at 1% as an average of corporate giving of profits (IEG 2016).  
To be clear, the argument of this thesis is not to abandon corporate philanthropy 
and definitely not individual philanthropy – the greatest source of contributed income for 
arts organizations (Woronkowicz 2012). For the foreseeable future, that type of support is 
still viable and even more fruitful. However, the arts must also invest in the corporate 
sponsorship opportunity. Presenters at the 2003 Theatre Communications Group 
Conference proclaimed that “many are putting more resources into pursuing corporate 
sponsorship dollars as the only real opportunity they see for significant increase in 
contributed revenue from corporations” (Rains 2003). Sponsor spending within North 
American corporations should outpace other forms of marketing spending (traditional 
advertising or promotions) for the 3rd year in a row in 2017. Furthermore, 40% of 
27 
 
corporations will be adding sponsorships (up from 28% in 2015) and 75% of corporations 
will be changing their sponsorship relationships - up from 70% in 2015 (IEG 2017). This 
provides an opportunity for a future shift in market share from sports to the arts.  
 In an Americans for the Arts study mainly about CSR and not sponsorship per se, it 
admits research “suggests a challenging corporate funding terrain for the arts and culture 
sector” (Stern 2014, 12). Perhaps that is because the arts suppress or resist the marketing 
element. In essence, corporate support for the arts is not becoming less philanthropic in its 
desire to do good. Including a marketing element and meeting business objectives becomes 
imperative. Can the two exist together or are they mutually exclusive? A quote mentioned in 
the introduction of this thesis answers the question, “while corporate interest remains high 
[in the arts], spending growth is hampered by organizations that continue to sell need based 
sponsorships, not marketing driven solutions” (IEG 2016). As a whole, IEG in its Guide to 
Corporate and Nonprofit Relationships article explains a “shift from charitable relationships 
between benevolent donors and grateful recipients to alliances that create diverse benefits 
for both partners and added value for communities” [emphasis added] (IEG 2016). Alice 
Zimet described the two buckets analogy -- the philanthropy bucket and the marketing 
bucket. The philanthropic bucket has little strings attached and marketing budget is “but 
strings attached. There are objectives, and those objectives have to do with business 
objectives -- not about the not-for-profit. This is about doing good and doing business, and 
that's what sponsorship is.” The arts must learn to dip from both buckets. Even before 
Zimet began giving advice to non-profits, corporations used this same sort of strategy. In 
her biographical overview of her experience at Chase Manhattan Bank, she commented 
about taking philanthropy and taking marketing, sort of “one plus one equals three” to 
create a sponsorship program. Lewandowska says, “The shift of support-oriented relations 
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to arts funding as a business strategy has been dominant in the discourse of arts and business 
relations” (Lewandowska 2015, 33). Finally, in the past few decades, sponsorships have 
evolved away from short-term, philanthropic activities into long-term strategic partnerships 
(Koning 2014).  
It is interesting to note that the early 1960s initiatives were taking place at the same 
time of the establishment of the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) – possibly in 
opposition to the NEA or because the need still existed despite government intervention.  It 
seems that the NEA has been under threat since its inception – with major dismantling 
threats in the early 1980s during the Reagan administration (Garber 2008, 101) until today 
with the new Trump administration. In the middle of those two major threats to the NEA, 
Shepard Fairey stated, “The National Endowment for the Arts is basically dead, so 
sponsorship is likely to play an even more prominent role in the lives of exhibiting artists” 
(McGinness, et al 2005, 19). Corporate support surpassed NEA support twenty years ago 
and has become indispensable (Robson 2015, 341).  
 
Why Sponsorship? 
 Chong in his Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing article states, “One cannot 
avoid corporate sponsors” (Chong 2003, 162). Despite this powerful and uncontrollable tide 
toward a changed reality and the arts industry’s resistance to this change, there are some 
positive general reasons for sponsorship and research-backed benefits for all involved. These 
are necessary tools and maps for the evolving journey ahead.  
 The most important statement is that within the right parameters, sponsorship 
works. In IEG’s most recent survey, 78% of corporations saw a return (ROI) or increased 
return on their investment (IEG 2017). This majority is encouraging. It would be more 
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convincing if this number was a consensus or a dominant 90%. However as alluded to by 
the phrase “right parameters” above, potentially more than 78% of sponsorship deals were 
not good fits, not activated correctly, or had a lapse in some other execution activity and did 
not yield the recall or consumer activity desired. Concerning deficient practice, Chong 
reasons we should be asking “how to do it better, as opposed to asking whether it should be 
done” (Chong 2003, 162). In Cornwell’s recall studies, he reasons “even if memory link 
between sponsor and the event is not strong enough to pass the high hurdle of explicit 
recall, it is possible that this link or other links that were formed while watching or attending 
the event might still influence behavior” (Cornwell 2013, 396). Regardless, the fact that a 
super majority of sponsorships have an ROI is very good and reason to pursue. Fortunato 
summarizes Cornwell by declaring, “sponsorship as a mainstream marketing activity no 
longer is in need of justification” (Fortunato 2013, 5).  
 The sponsorship field has collected impressive data about its benefits. Cone 
Communication partnership surveys and others throughout the last decade or so are 
increasingly positive as to the effectiveness of sponsorships in its many forms. Below are 
several data points for takeaways: 
 93% of consumers say they will be loyal to a brand when that brand supports 
something for which they are passionate (Stern 2014, 11). 
 84% of patrons will switch brands to support a product that contributes to a 
cause in which they believe (IEG 2015).  
These findings of ensuring loyalty and expanding business are the root of all ROI.  
 These reasons are important because as Ukman in her interview explains that the 
brands are responsible to shareholders and they have to get the best return on investment. 
So these are not discretionary dollars that they are spending, they have to get the best return 
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on investment. The arts should not perceive this sort of hyper-efficiency and hyper-
effectiveness as abusive capitalism and it is not strange to nonprofit arts organizations. 
“They’re not doing this to promote you. They’re doing it for themselves,” explains Kim 
(McGinness, et al 2005, 118).  One could say the same of nonprofits – you are not doing this 
to get more money to shareholders. You are doing this for your mission. It is this “invisible 
hand” philosophy that makes sponsorships more powerful than corporate philanthropy 
especially if the latter is waning. With the philanthropic shift in individual giving to a more 
connected/designated aim that might direct, distract and distort the organizations’ missions, 
the unrestricted dollars of sponsorship could be more beneficial to nonprofit missions than 
the contributed revenue dominated by individual giving. Every dollar invested by arts 
organizations either must bring more people to performances/exhibits or must turn into a 
donation in a more than reasonable time. As Fowler explains through McGinness’ book, 
unrestricted sponsorship dollars have “been the difference between the project happening 
and the project not happening” (McGinness, et al 2005, 70). Neither corporation nor 
organization can waste resources whether they are maximizing profits for shareholders or 
maximizing the mission for community. The expectation of a return is good business and 
does good overall. To go back to the complication of philanthropic dollars,  individuals 
demand more control and  foundation and arts agency applications become more and more 
costly in terms of time to complete. Ryan McGinness is on to something when he 
exasperatingly admitted, “They don’t want to write applications, and beside, there’s so little 
money allocated for the arts; corporations are the last frontier of funding” (McGinness 2003, 
23).  
 The arts live and thrive in this in-between world of highly marketable patronage and 
image-ripe potential for community good. Their all-inclusive missions include the 
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underprivileged and “over-privileged.” They serve the marketable and less marketable. Due 
to this status, they straddle the fence of marketing-based sponsorships and philanthropic 
gifts. Therefore, with the 78% guarantee of return on investment they can structure 
partnerships enabling companies to take advantage of their deduction threshold of up to 
10% of their pre-tax income – even through most corporations only use an average of 1% 
(IEG 2017). The arts should inform themselves on how to split the partnerships between 
marketing buckets and philanthropic buckets, walk the line of sponsorship vs. advertising 
and potentially cross that line and to incur unrelated business income, pay the tax, and with a 
large net resource stay true to and fund its mission. They should segment the partnerships so 
charitable dollars come from separate accounts and can be deducted. Potentially, an arts 
sponsee could include a marketing sponsorship discount for corporations that have or have 
had charitable investments with non-profits so that the majority of these partnerships are 
charitable as a package. One must note that the “discount” applies to past or current 
investments and not future charitable investments, which imply benefit and advertising more 
than sponsorship. These are creative ways to maximize the “grey” of the arts. This is perhaps 
the type of strategic philanthropy that Lewandowska defined, “activities that link a 
company’s strategic objectives with a charitable cause” (Lewandowska 2015, 35) and as IEG 
defines, “the extension of a philanthropic relationship between a commercial entity and a 
nonprofit to include a sales, marketing, and/or promotional relationship” (IEG 2015).   
 
Chapter Summary  
 Studying the history of a sociological phenomenon helps one understand its current 
context. By observing the recent trends with this context, it better helps predict the future 
and to position oneself to capitalize on future phenomena. At the beginning, this research 
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derived questions on the hypothesis of a much younger sponsorship history. After research, 
the study discovered that sponsorships have existed in some form for most of the modern 
world. The trends began much earlier than first assumed and therefore provide a much more 
gradual expectation of change. Even though the trends are less drastic, the importance of 
mastering this evolving type of support for an arts organization is still crucial.  The historical 
relationship of corporate sponsorship expects return. The expectation is consistent even 
with varying degrees of exposure. Even with corporate philanthropy, individuals are the only 
entity that can conduct true philanthropy. There are consistent benefits to corporate 
philanthropy as reviewed above. Armed with this knowledge we can study sports 
sponsorship from the perspective of the arts, analyze the strengths, weaknesses, threats and 
opportunities for sponsorships in the arts, and make actionable recommendations to 
maximize those opportunities for the arts.  
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CHAPTER TWO:  
Arts Learning from Sports Sponsorships 
 The data establishes that the arts need more resources in order to fulfill their mission 
and that corporate support is a viable option. History and current trends show a clear 
indication that corporate support is shifting, possibly over a longer period than first expected 
given sociological and philosophical ebbs and flows toward a more marketing-based or a 
hybrid type of strategic philanthropic support. When we study the marketing-based support 
world of sponsorship, there is a clear market leader and it is not the arts. Sports control 70% 
of the market share. Obviously, sports organizations positioned themselves for success.  
 After reviewing multiple sources about sports sponsorships and interviewing sports 
sponsorship experts, there is no magic recipe. Just as Olson commented, “Since the 
overwhelmingly majority of sponsorship effect predictors were significant in both contexts 
[arts and sports], managing a sports sponsorship will no likely require a radically different 
approach than managing a cultural sponsorship. This further suggests that the research 
findings in sports contexts are also relevant to their own situation” (Olson 2010, 193). When 
we ask the research question of this study, “How can the arts maximize their corporate 
support?” one way to answer this question is by improving its marketing-based support 
programs. We do this by learning from the market leader. The arts are a different context 
with a different objective than sports. However, the arts can adopt many sports' strategies 
and perspectives. Stern, in her arts corporate support report, argued, “Such growth will 
require both the arts and corporate sectors to learn from their peers as from one another 
about exemplary models and approaches” (Stern 2015, 31). Sports are a peer to the arts. 
They are not a family member per se, but in the same market when it comes to corporate 
support.  
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Sports Sponsorship Success 
 Fortunato in his Sports Sponsorship book states from the beginning that sports are 
successful “because it is big, growing, and has measurable impacts of rational and emotional 
benefits” (Fortunato 2013, 6).  In sponsorship terms, they have more assets (things they can 
sell that have advertising value). Eric Douglass thinks so after his work in both the arts and 
sports as a sponsor agent. Fortunato goes on to say there are three reasons why sponsors 
invest large amounts of money with sports properties (Fortunato 2013, 6). 
1. There is good brand exposure to a large, but often difficult to reach demographic 
audience that is passionate in its feelings toward sports teams; 
2. There is ample opportunity for the sponsor to associate itself with the sports 
property and its image;  
3. There are opportunities for brand exposure within games when the audience is 
apt to be watching to assist with recall – which also makes them largely DVR-
proof from a media sponsorship perspective. 
After reviewing this list, it is possible for the arts to overcome. The arts are passionate, 
which this thesis discusses in its findings in chapter three. The other two relate to willingness 
to partner, resource investment, and economies of scale. Regardless of the vast differences 
of these two industries, arts and sports, in event set-up, delivery, and patron size, the arts can 
apply fundamental ways of capturing sponsorship dollars to circumvent these 
differentiations. 
 Yes, sports, especially in America, have better attendance, are more popular, and 
garner more media attention than the arts. In contrast, there are studies that claim that arts 
events have more attendance than professional sporting events in some major cities. In 
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February of 2017, the executive leaders of the New York State Council on the Arts, Alliance 
for the Arts, and Americans for the Arts stated, “Over 30 percent of Americans attended a 
professional or amateur sports event last year. Yet, for all the notoriety, that still pales in 
comparison to the whopping 50 percent of Americans who attend arts events” (Mack, et al 
2017). However, this does not include media coverage of sporting events and does not detail 
that the attendance per event is staggeringly different. There might be hundreds (100s) of 
local arts groups producing thousands (1000s) of events attended by hundreds (100s) on 
average per event compared to dozens (10s) of sports teams hosting hundreds (100s) of 
games (not even a dozen home games for the sports sponsorship industry leader NFL 
according to Sports Business Daily) attended by tens of thousands (10,000s) on average per 
event. The aggregate might be larger but the marketing potency per event goes to sports.  
These crowds create more sponsorship market demand and this will likely not change in the 
near future. The proposal of this thesis is not for the arts to take over as sponsorship market 
leader from sports but perhaps move the needle by 4 to 5 percentage points in market share. 
That market share won alongside anticipated industry growth would triple sponsorship 
revenue for arts organizations.  
Based on the research of sports sponsorship, there is a stark differentiation between 
sports and arts in event size, media exposure, and recognition opportunities. By professional 
observation, symphony halls are shrinking from 4,000 seats to less than 2,000 approximately 
to enhance the experience (Tommasini 2016, 1). The smaller venues enhance the artistic 
experience through a more intimate exposure to artists and sound. It is also enhancing the 
social perception of success. Patrons view the packed, sold out hall of 2,000 as more 
successful than a 55% filled 4,000-seat hall even though attendance is better for the latter 
experience. The opposite is true with sporting events. The fan experience stretches football 
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stadiums architecturally to accommodate 80,000 or 100,000 and more and more. Sports, 
especially in America, will most likely always offer more impressions to sponsors per event. 
 This is a good segue to media exposure. Sports fans still desire the intimate 
experience: 50-yard line, behind home plate, or courtside seats. However, media and 
technology has added to the experience in sports stadiums -- the “Jumbo Tron” scoreboard 
is in every professional sports venue. Media and technology have invested the resources to 
broadcast the sporting events globally and even internally at the event. With the new “field-
length” video screen in the newer AT&T Stadium home of the Dallas Cowboys, the media 
and live event experience meld together. The broadcast rights due to this media and 
technology enhancement have garnered millions of dollars for sports organizations, leagues, 
and athletic colleges.  The media and technology investment has not occurred at that level in 
the arts. The demand and economy of scale is simply not there to produce a return. The 
largest performing arts organization in America, the Metropolitan Opera, has just begun to 
record and broadcast live their performances in movie theatres across the country. It has 
been successful in attracting regional sponsorships. However, replication for other arts 
organizations is not likely due to the high cost and high risk associated with essentially self-
producing in mass media.  Sports will most likely have more media exposure than the arts 
for the near future and will most likely continue to extend this advantage.  
 Due to the size of sports events and the media and technology investments, these aid 
recognition opportunities to promote sponsors. The size offers more space for signage, 
branded areas, product displays and sampling. The event experience as a whole has more 
“breaks” in content in between periods, halves, timeouts, plays, and innings than arts. 
Sponsors can place promotions in these breaks.   
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 There are also the cultural sensitivities that go along with these on-site and signage 
opportunities. Too much recognition dilutes the artistic message, the genuineness of the 
artistic expression or motive, and commercializes the art.  Ryan McGinness and his 
interviewees express that the commercial arts are fine art or real art. It is interesting to think 
that America has been an epicenter of Hollywood (commercialized theatre) and Rock n’ Roll 
(commercialized music) the last century. These cultural commercial phenomena are now not 
only legitimate means of artistic expression but also have demanded more theatrical, musical, 
and artistic merit and excellence in recent decades. Perhaps an age is coming when the 
commercial and fine art worlds will meld. What then will happen to corporate support?   
These cultural sensitivities are not exclusive to arts events. During this thesis’ 
interview with Joe Januszewski, he spoke at length about selling corporate sponsorship 
recognition on the “Green Monster” at Fenway Park in Boston. The Green Monster is an 
oversized wall in the outfield, known for its height to make up for the shallowness of left 
field due to the contours of the city. Due to its age and tradition, MLB ballpark regulations 
have grandfathered and made exceptions for its design. The Red Sox are cultural heritage in 
Boston. Their story, their history, the legends are embedded in the people of that region – 
even if a resident does not like baseball. The Green Monster is large and demands attention. 
Whereas areas in most ballparks have a 1 to 2 impression rating throughout a game, it rivals 
scoreboards and video screens with multiple impression ratings. This is prime real estate for 
sponsor recognition. Getting a logo on the Green Monster, means every Bostonian will 
know that logo.  Every New Englander will assume that logo is associated with greatness 
and therefore the products or services it represents must be great and Red Sox fans will 
skyrocket demand, sales, and profits for it (The Boston Red Sox 2017).  
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 Advertisements covered the “Wall” from its erection in 1912 until 1947 when 
Fenway Park renovated and painted it green. After its renovation, Bostonians adopted the 
"Wall" as sacred and pure.  Bostonians did not want to diminish the tradition of this cultural 
landmark literally shaped out of its home, an exceptional design that honored the historical 
significance of the city, and embodied their uniqueness. Januszewski knew these cultural 
sensitivities and negotiated opportunities with sponsors. The solution was a limited number 
of sponsors that had local or regional roots, and negotiated non-color logo recognition. It 
may be the only place in the world where a sponsee did not allow an Anheuser Busch logo 
with the brown-feathered bald eagle and red-yellow outlined “A” – a reverse potential threat 
of its corporate art integrity ironically. The media and patrons met these solutions with 
gratitude because the franchise respected the cultural integrity, still offered premiere 
exposure, and added valuable resources to a team to maintain excellence, deliver 
championships, and increase revenue in part to continue discount programs and a dimension 
of economic accessibility (Boston Red Sox 2017). 
 So putting aside the obvious economy of scales differences, we dig into deeper 
issues. “The principles of sponsorship, the goals of sponsorship, the need to understand the 
audience, to understand the brand, and the need to develop the relationships that have to be 
built for sponsorship strategy to remain effective, do not change” (Fortunato 2015, 6).   
  
Treating the Arts Sponsorship Illnesses 
 Another response to the research question is “why haven’t the arts done better with 
corporate support?” The attendance and popularity are valid reasons but are really more 
symptoms than the disease. The results birthed out a myriad of research both academic and 
editorial produce two main reasons: 1) resources and 2) resistance. A philosophical or 
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ideological resistance to corporate support exists in the arts. The companies that are 
supplying the support are also sending conflicting messages that cloud progress. Finally, 
there are structural capacities that make progress difficult within arts organizations.  
Resources 
 With the exception of movies and pop music, most of the arts are nonprofit. 
Naturally, their business model does not create excess cash or margin to take many risks. 
The government grants them the nonprofit status that siphons off a portion of tax dollars 
through the direction of private gifts to help maintain public good. However, the arts have 
some money. The study proposes that over a multi-year period of substantial but not 
gregarious investment in one’s sponsorship program and having that program implemented, 
activated, and fulfilled in the right way, it would yield a return on investment for the 
nonprofit of multiple fold. It would produce more unrestricted support for the mission than 
other institutional (foundation or arts agency) giving programs.  
 Of course, larger organizations might have more resources to devote to this type of 
programming. They will be able to manage more sponsorships and set aside more dollars to 
implement correctly. Nevertheless, this does not mean that sponsorship is not for smaller 
organizations. The important strategy for smaller groups is to secure less but larger 
(relatively) sponsorships – perhaps one or two that can be managed correctly.  
Unfortunately, many arts organizations do not have the patience/risk tolerance or 
training to implement such programs. Thus, this study is important and how it might help 
arts groups, especially mid-sized and smaller, to attempt this type of strategic philanthropy. 
In studying Januszewski’s impressive coaching interview, the greatest takeaway was 
persistence and investing significant time in partnerships above and beyond what is 
expected. This sort of strategy is very effective but high cost in terms of human resources. 
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“We’re all customer service representatives, and if you think like that and act like that, the 
likelihood of renewing your partnership accounts, regardless of business category, will be 
significantly greater.” The partnership fees must be substantial to justify the sole salary and 
fulfillment costs. The arts rarely have the dedicated staff, have an aversion to investing the 
risk, and consequently, never reap the rewards of this proven strategy.  Fortunato says sports 
are typically successful when they learn the business goals of the sponsor (Fortunato 2015, 
32). The arts rarely make the time to get themselves into that position. This is not just an arts 
issue. IEG warned that there is a “lingering gap between sponsor expectations and 
properties’ ability to deliver when it comes to both personalized marketing opportunities 
based on audience data.”  
In contrast to Fortunato’s two main steps to successful sports sponsorship – 
acquiring and activating (Fortunato 2015, 4), fulfillment is also key – just to recap the last 
paragraph. In the third chapter of this thesis, it will describe fit in terms of acquisition in 
more detail. Activation is another step that the arts often overlook in corporate sponsorship 
programs. The proper approach to activation program development is for it to be part of the 
negotiation process (Fortunato 2015, 101). However, the arts rarely have the opportunity to 
negotiate during this process. There are several reasons for this:  
1) The arts rarely have professionals who have experience in negotiating a 
marketing based partnership or how to maximize recognition, arts patron 
interaction, corporate employee or customer engagement. IEG finds that the 
majority of arts managers have trouble getting meetings with the right people and 
identifying marketable assets (IEG 2013).  
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2) There is resistance to involving the corporation too much into galvanizing the 
partnership for fear of commercialization, patron offense and other related 
concerns.  
3) More often than not, community giving or community affairs liaisons at the 
corporation conduct these partnerships and they do not want to overstep their 
philanthropic limitations. This seems polite but it actually minimizes the 
partnership and does not fully support the nonprofit in a way they could. Often, 
logo recognition in the program is all that is activated and as Fortunato 
comments on sports success, “activation must go far beyond brand exposure and 
simply placing a company logo in various locations” (Fortunato 2015, 102).  
In mentioning logos, the arts are notorious for “logo soup” and have learned their 
bad habits from the backs of marathon shirts. The sole activation for arts organization is 
mashing together lots of logos at the bottom of a program. Douglass, in his interview, said 
this is ok if the corporation wants to be seen with other community partners and if that is 
the business objective. However, according to IEG, category exclusivity is still by far the 
highest desired benefit with 60% of respondents saying it was very or extremely valuable. 
This gauge of desire for category exclusivity is up 3% from the previous year (IEG 2017). 
The arts do this because of 1) the scarcity of staffing resources to steward each sponsor 
properly, 2) possible laziness or ignorance, or 3) as a bragging right. The more logos there 
are then the more valid the event or organization is. The community affairs director is 
pleased when they see their logo on the sign, however, when the executive or marketing 
director sees it alongside a sea of undistinguishable brands and possible competitors they 
think twice about a renewed investment. This “logo soup” phenomenon is a real problem 
for arts organizations that they should mitigate. Fortunato describes this issue with sports 
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with their nomenclature of “advertising clutter” (Fortunato 2015, 125). An arts organization 
would not dare call this advertising for fear of UBIT (unrelated business income tax). 
Fortunato uses The Masters Golf Tournament, which Douglass mentioned in his interview 
and is a more direct parallel to our predicament in the arts. The Masters consciously only has 
three sponsors to avoid “advertising clutter” which makes its sponsorships more attractive 
(Fortunato 2015, 125). Exclusivity in terms of owning a property or program can create 
demand for an arts group. 
“Activation is only limited by the creativity and imagination of the people 
representing the sponsor and the property” (Fortunato 2015, 101). Sadly, arts managers are 
sometimes the least creative and artists are the most resistant. Ukman quipped that for all the 
creativity in the arts, the arts are oftentimes the least creative when it comes to sponsorship 
and in many ways, she holds the philanthropic community responsible as well.  
  
Resistance 
In asking the main research question of “What can the arts learn from sports in 
regard to sponsorship?” it would be irresponsible to say that the arts do not despise sports – 
especially in America. It would also be irresponsible to suggest that the arts want intrusive 
support of corporations. Once we breakdown the reasons for these reactions, we can move 
forward in learning. In any learning, a desire to learn is paramount. The arts can learn 
nothing if they are so opposed to their competitor, sports, and if they object to all help from 
the “evil empire,” Corporate America. Without question sports dominate our American 
culture. We see this in the activities of our children, programs in schools from primary 
through secondary and higher education, and in leisure activities. Sports absorb most of the 
resources based on popularity. Schools cut arts programs due to funding and time 
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constraints yet sports programs not only survive but also thrive in this context. NFL football 
games, championships, and golf tournaments dominant Primetime TV -- not just on Sunday 
afternoons. Seventy-percent of all corporate sponsorships go to sports. Sports are the 
antithesis, the warrior, compared to the pacifist arts and artists.  They have “stolen” the 
cultural pride of America. Many view the arts and sports on opposite ends of a spectrum. 
Regardless of whether these opinions prove to be true, refusing to learn from them or 
ignoring them is not the best response. To resurface the warrior analogy, it would be blindly 
arrogant for the U.S. not to learn from Great Britain’s dominance during the Revolutionary 
War in order to win their independence eventually. Again, the U.S. learned from the Nazis in 
how to end the Second World War (albeit in an overwhelmingly invasive and nuclear 
fashion). We learn from our enemies. Learning does not mean we find the size and shape of 
the cookie cutter and merely cut arts dough instead of sports dough. Sports and arts are very 
different in their delivery, purpose, models and structures. However, according to our expert 
interviews backed by research, the arts can learn from sports.  
 The main reasons sports are different than arts are due to scope and experience. To 
recap and rephrase the previous Sports Sponsorship Success section: the arts draw less 
people than sports per event and per venue. So the events/games and seasons at sporting 
venues attract more people and therefore more impressions and assets. Media also plays a 
large role due to popularity. Sports beat the arts on a per venue event basis and there is no 
comparison when it comes to Media exposure – live broadcast – especially on local 
Television. In addition, sports structure their events differently. Sporting events have natural 
breaks for sponsor promotion and recognition – breaks between quarters, halves, plays, pre-
game, and post-game as opposed to pre-concert, intermission, and post-concert. With the 
experience of the arts – a serene, peaceful and non-distracting gallery that makes art visually 
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prominent; an acoustically superior and plush concert hall that elevates sound to an 
attention-seeking, aural pedestal; or a low-lit, black-box theatre that aids in making the stage 
a window to an imaginative world – the venue space makes a difference. What sports have 
done with mega scoreboards and instant replay often does not translate to the arts 
experience.   
 However, even these advantages are not the reason the arts do not do better in the 
sponsorship world. Target marketing has been around for decades and the arts have a clear 
advantage when it comes to a very desirable target market. The arts do not monetize this 
strength – mainly for the reasons of corporate resistance mentioned above. The arts do not 
want to sell out their patrons. These objections have roots in a possible and good aversion to 
patron information sharing. Patrons and even customers in the for-profit world frown upon 
those practices but this study is not discussing that specific tactic. Finding a sponsor 1) 
whose products and services fit with the artistic mission and 2) in which its executive 
leadership and employee base personally are arts patrons and 3) whose brand you can 
promote to arts patrons; Patrons view this differently than list purchases.   
 
Sports & Arts Comparison  
 The arts can learn from sports. The arts aim in improving their corporate partnership 
support is not to overtake sports as the leading market recipient of sponsorship dollars. The 
competition based on the factors of size, media, and recognition will be lop-sided toward 
sports until those factors change. Yet, there are factors important to some sponsors where 
the arts succeed. Our ability to offer a partnership package that is both cause-based and a 
percentage tax-deductible coupled with a full-scale marketing opportunity meeting all their 
target market objectives in a potent and exclusive way is a differentiating strength. The 
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excellent fit recruitment/pursuit and a well-developed activation and fulfillment plan could 
help the arts take a portion of the growing sponsorship market share. If the arts increased 
their market share only from the anticipated growth from their current market share 4% to 
8%, this would be the equivalent of increasing NEA giving by ten times. 
When asked what the arts can learn from sports, both Douglass and Ukman 
considered sports’ strengths and offered some practical guidance. Below are things that 
sports teams and organizations on a whole do well and this is why they own 70% of the 
sponsorship market. Below are their summarized recommendations with comments.  
Ukman 
1. Invest in CRM (customer relationship management) to monetize their audiences 
as their most valuable asset. Knowing their audience – their demographics and 
affinities – will help them value broad partnership packages with targeted 
opportunities. 
2. Attract younger and diverse audiences by understanding how to tap in to 
multiple buckets at a corporation. Partner with corporations on expanding the 
arts patron base and through the arts' patron engagement programs. A paid 
sponsorship that actually increases the sponsee’s own ROI through ticket and 
educational program purchases is a multi-dimensional win. As an example, UBS’ 
and the Guggenheim’s recent partnership “supports its international expansion 
in terms of audiences and acquisitions of art . . . also helps expand the network 
of partners and patrons” (Lund and Greyser 2015, 1).  
3. Become more savvy about delivering what the company needs not what needs 
funding – deliver what is most valuable (year round, collaborating with other like 
properties and social media activity). Their unrestricted sponsorship fees do not 
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need to go to what they are sponsoring. The fees can go toward whatever 
program or general operating support need there is.  
Douglass 
1. Truly value and appreciate the corporate partners. Do not treat them as a 
necessary evil. This begins with dealing with our resistance and pursuing 
partnerships wholeheartedly.  
2. Make sure there is a fit – align the art with the brand. If it does not make sense, 
do not pursue no matter how much money they have or how much money they 
are offering. A bad fit partnership will cost both parties more in the long run.  
3. Activate the partnerships. Make it work, don’t just sign the agreement or cash the 
check and do the least. Go above and beyond the promise and integrate the 
sponsor into the sponsored activity. Ask the sponsor to participate more through 
additional in-kind and out-of-pocket investments.  
These learnings are applicable to large and small arts organizations. As Stern and 
Garber discovered in their findings, corporations are supporting smaller neighborhood-
based groups and over 90% of business resources given to the arts were at the local level 
(Stern 2015, 4; Garber 2008, 103).  This contrasts a study by the Business Committee for the 
Arts in 1996 that stated sponsorships favored museums more so than performing arts 
organizations and larger more than smaller (Metrick 2012, 19). However, considering the 
illnesses described above, smaller organizations are more susceptible to these issues. Even 
though smaller organizations could benefit marginally from a larger corporate sponsor in 
their budgets, the larger organizations with more resources and greater cushion from their 
arts programming may benefit the most.  
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Chapter Summary 
 In order to learn from sports, there must be an understanding of success points and 
strengths. Even through sports and arts exist in entirely different contexts for entirely 
different reasons, the principles of sponsorship apply. Sports have a clear advantage in size, 
scope, media, willingness, and recognition opportunities. They will most likely always 
dominate the sponsorship market in America. However, if the arts can invest resources and 
overcome resistance, they can improve their market share standing, their bottom lines and 
have more money for their missions to serve through the arts. “Whilst arts sponsorship is 
often the poor cousin to sports sponsorship in terms of dollars, it has unique features which 
are very attractive and cannot be achieved through sports sponsorship” (SponsorMap 2009).  
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CHAPTER THREE:  
ARTS SPONSORSHIP STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, THREATS & 
OPPORTUNITY 
Having explored the history and trends in corporate support for the arts and 
understanding the predictable pattern of philanthropic based support to marketing based 
support (or at least a hybrid strategic approach), it is important to position the arts to 
galvanize this new opportunity. After examining the sponsorship market leader, sports, we 
gleaned best practices of what sports do to attract, activate, fulfill and therefore maintain 
their market share year after year. This arts-centric study and comparison of sports 
uncovered several strengths and weaknesses in the arts and has begun to offer 
recommendations for the arts to learn, improve and grow. The following chapter will guide 
us through research findings organized in a modified S.W.O.T. analysis, instead ending in 
opportunities (so technically an S.W.T.O. analysis) set up as more application, which is 
traditionally found in a thesis conclusion. In places, it will review the findings and 
implications introduced and build off these hypotheses. 
 
Arts Sponsorship Strengths 
 The strengths of arts sponsorship lie in our image building, targeted patronage, and 
longstanding intangibles. Our perceived style aids greatly in image establishment and repair. 
Patronage in the arts is smaller, yet our audience base (both ticket buyers and donors) are 
potent and passionate making it highly marketable. Lastly, there are several intangibles – they 
are hard to measure – but they are largely known and are at the core of the arts persona and 
permanent in nature. 
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Image   
McGinness’ compilation of essays and interviews with contemporary visual artists 
best explains the strengths of the arts and how the arts are in high demand relating to 
corporate imaging. “All of these models are being replicated at a furious pace as more and 
more corporations strive to be down with youth culture, creative agencies curate and author 
their own content, and artists seek increasingly broad audiences” (McGinness, et al 2005, 
13). One could argue that the fine arts, especially symphonies and museums are not the 
premier youth magnet in our American culture. However, the arts as a whole have captivated 
the young mind in recent decades more so than the previous generation in America and are 
becoming more and more popular with young adults. Fairey in McGinness’ book explains, 
“The attraction to art and artists in the first place is often their freshness, passion, 
unpredictability, and ability to challenge the status quo” (McGinness, et al 2005, 19), 
characteristics valued by America’s youth culture. Arcabascio in the same book quips, “All 
these companies are trying to get their cred back. They’re trying to get their cool factor 
back” (McGinness, et al 2005, 48). Corporations in the 1990s began to invest millions to 
appear un-corporate propelling the cause-related marketing and strategic philanthropy trends 
(McGinness, et al 2005, 21).  
Public relations and image building is an important part of marketing in this era. 
With increased competition and delivery streamlined through the internet marketplace, these 
elements have a strong place in one of the “‘Ps’ of Marketing,” Promotion. In Revisiting 
Business in the Arts, Chong says that image building is the most powerful incentive behind 
corporate museum patronage (Chong 2003, 158). This image factor for the arts has a good 
advantage over sports today. With the recent substance abuse and criminal investigations in 
sports, the arts, ironically, are often the safe public relations play. In the Understanding Value 
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from Arts sponsorship and Corporate Sponsorship in Culture studies, they both contrast arts in 
sports sponsorships with the arts being more of a vehicle for niche and target image and 
sports being more of a vehicle for meeting broader business objectives (Tyrie and Ferguson 
2013, 133; Lund and Greyser 2016, 5). If there exists any image issues in sports or differing 
opinion in image (i.e. political), the broader media play can have a detrimental effect – take 
for instance the Colin Kaepernick/NFL protests in the fall of 2016. This is not as much of 
an issue with the arts.  
Target audience 
The reason that image issues are not as much of an issue comes back to audience 
strength. Lewandowska in her study about arts sponsorship noted that the arts audience is 
“less diversified than, for example sporting audiences; it is typically older, better educated, 
more affluent and, on average, significantly smaller in number” (Lewandowska 2015, 36). 
These characteristics make it potent for marketing and less risk for public relations debacles. 
Ukman draws on the lack of clutter with its more focused size, and less sponsorship signage. 
She explains that the arts have audiences that may be more valuable than sports. 
SponsorMap has many of the same conclusions promoted in this thesis. They base 
their methods on a quantitative survey approach and look at unique markers related to arts 
audiences. Their PassionIndexTM index is particularly intriguing.  This measurement, found in 
Figure 4, gauges the emotional engagement of certain properties. The survey data is made up 
of affluent (income > $100,000), 16 years and older, females in the United States. One might 
argue that this certain population is the least engaged in sports or has the greatest aversion. 
Granted, female participation in sports has increased dramatically in the last several decades, 
however, this particular market is a valuable buyer market when it comes to spending 
discretionary income. The indicator scale they use has six degrees from most passion 
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(Fanatic (6) and Great Fan (5)) to least passion (Disinterested (2) and Unaware (1)). The 
middle degrees are Spectator (4) and Passive Enthusiast (3) (SponsorMap 2009).  
According to the index, again found in Figure 4, strong passion indicators (6 and 5) 
reflect that the arts have a 154% stronger passion index than Football (the leader in sports 
sponsorship), 61% to 24%. In addition, the weak passion indictors (2 and 1) show only 2 of 
10 responders were weak for arts opposed to 5 of 10 for Football. Even though Fortunato 
says that fan passion is the number one reason for sports sponsorship, the arts have the 
stronger hand with this particular market (Fortunato 2013, 6). 
 
Figure 4 - SponsorMap PassionIndex 
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Communication Intangibles  
McGinness offers a foundational approach throughout his book to art in that it is 
one of the strongest and most genuine communicators known to humankind (McGinness, et 
al 2005). One of the greatest needs of any corporate brand is to communicate better. This 
natural link could be a key. “The arts fester and marinate in people’s imaginations, and some 
companies are slowly starting to get that” (McGinness, et al 2005, 25).  
 
Arts Sponsorship Weaknesses 
 In the previous chapter, we materialized two issues of resources and resistance in the 
arts in addition to the obvious sports vs. arts difference of scope (i.e., patron size, economy 
of scale, and media). A social exchange theory perspective study cited that corporations most 
likely pass on sponsorship in the arts because they are “less lucrative, exclusivist and 
inaccessible” (Tyrie and Ferguson 2013, 133). One can link the issues above: less lucrative 
and scope, exclusivist and resistance, inaccessible and resources. 
Lack of Capacity  
Resources for fundraising and revenue generation are scarce among arts 
organizations. Furthermore, arts organizations dedicate an even smaller portion to the 
segment of corporate sponsorship or strategic philanthropy. There are a myriad of reasons 
why.  
1) The nonprofit arts groups do not have the staying power to make these 
partnerships work and therefore never see the significant return on investment. 
2) The arts organization will invest one year and expect results. When results are 
not tangible in year one regardless of “sprouting” or “root system” to borrow 
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from horticulture, the investment ends. Instead of being patient until year three 
or four for “branches” and “leaves” that will eventually bear fruit, they stop.  
3) The lack of resources ties to resistance too which this study has already 
discussed.  
When the arts do not invest and do not make this revenue segment enough of a priority to 
receive the budget dollars, then the arts should not expect growth.  
Misunderstanding  
Different from resistance – misunderstanding, shortsightedness and possible 
ignorance is a weakness with which arts organizations approach corporations. Too often, 
they approach from a need perspective. This need perspective actually repels marketing 
investment because strong, growing and popular properties attract marketing based 
partnerships because it will help them meet their objectives. Ukman says it has to be a 
different mindset than asking for funds solely based on need or self-importance.  
If no value is expressed and only need, then the opposite of what Douglass surmises 
is true – “if it has value, the sponsorship will be there;” if it does not, it will not be there. He 
says the biggest challenge in the arts is making the distinction between need and value. IEG 
in their Nonprofit Sponsorship Survey says that although budget sources, decision-makers, 
goals and metrics for sponsorships are different from philanthropy, non-profits treat them 
the same. In fact, according to their survey, 68% view these pursuits and resources as no 
different (IEG 2014).  
No Activation 
The misunderstanding is not only on the shoulders of the nonprofit or arts manager. 
Some blame goes toward corporations, as Ukman explained. They want to be philanthropic 
but when the organization returns no benefit, when discretionary dollars are gone and 
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shareholder demands dominant, the philanthropy goes away. This corporate 
misunderstanding holds back the activation of arts partnerships. From the marketing 
perspective, general sponsors spent $2.20 to every dollar they negotiated in the sponsorship 
fee according to IEG, which means they spent twice as much money promoting the 
sponsorship such as purchasing complimentary advertising and signage than the fee to the 
sponsee. This ratio is the highest mark in IEG’s data collection history surpassing a high 
mark of ten years ago (IEG 2017, 6). Unfortunately, for the arts, philanthropic gifts have 
little activation and are naturally less effective in directly meeting business objectives. The 
relationship is one-way and hardly a partnership at all. The only activation that occurs (this 
does not mean producing the concert, exhibit, educational program, or activity sponsored) is 
activating the sponsorship with logo recognition in the program or outside the hall, theatre, 
museum with signage. This study explained the dilemma in the “logo soup” section of the 
previous chapter.  
Corporate Office Confusion 
As understanding through this research began to form, it discovered that writings 
about corporate support for the arts were negative and skeptical instead of opportunistic and 
contextual. A chief reason the arts are not more successful in securing a larger share of the 
sponsorship market is lack of desire. As referenced earlier in this work, IEG believes this is 
because non-profits approach corporation from the perspective of philanthropy instead of 
marketing. On the surface this may be true, but more significantly research shows the arts do 
not approach corporations out of ignorance but out of innate distain of all things corporate. 
In essence, it is not that the arts do not know how to win corporate support; they do not 
want to play the game. Throughout the arts world corporate philanthropy still exists – the 
preferred, arts-centric, less complicated, and no-strings attached means of support. In many 
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ways, corporations still think they are being philanthropic. This is not a deception. The 
foundation executives and corporate giving stewards believe they exist for philanthropy.   
 Of course, this position quickly erodes when the arts do not activate desired 
recognition or meet funding requirements. This line item is the first to go when stockholders 
demand prominence and efficiency. Corporations tighten budgets and minimize expenses of 
all kinds to maximize profit margins to drive earnings, net revenues, and dividends. Some 
corporate executives have been able to justify the charitable giving to enhance image (an 
actual marketing expense) and tax-deductible benefit in reducing taxes. Very rarely, especially 
in large corporations, is charitable giving eliminated but it remains minimal and fickle during 
that time.  
 St. Louis, a top charitable or philanthropic city for generations and most recently 
recognized as such by Charity Navigator studies and rankings, has had a strong corporate 
presence of the last 100 years. It has had a remarkable treasure chest of Fortune 500 
companies for its size. Many of these companies began here and they pass them down from 
generation to generation. With it, there is a thick and cultivated culture of corporate 
responsibility. Corporations are very generous to the arts in St. Louis. The flip side of this 
blessing is that support is stagnant, widely dispersed, highly political, and has eroded 
significantly, as corporations move, go bankrupt, or outsiders purchase them. The impact is 
if no corporation exists and local decision makers are not present geographically, corporate 
philanthropy goes away.  
 The arts should not forsake corporate philanthropy until its run dry. Corporate 
officers want to do good if they have the resources, and an arts organization should not 
force a marketing proposal on the corporation. St. Louis-based arts groups should still seek 
to raise this type of support but knowing eventually this type of support will phase out over 
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time. The thesis statement of this research states the arts can create mutual and sustainable 
corporate partnerships. Corporate philanthropy rarely achieves mutuality and sustainability. 
 
Arts Sponsorship Threats  
 This leads the study back to one of the main reasons arts do not improve their 
corporate support – their resistance. Rains, former arts executive in Seattle, posed this 
question to arts leaders at Theatre Communications Group conference several years ago, 
“Most important underlining question is: Are we selling out?” (Rains 2003, 1). More 
damaging than the lesser size of audiences and lack of media contracts is the resistance to 
corporate support in the first place. Much of the recent literature that exists about corporate 
support in the arts is not a how-to for improvement but a warning of the threats.  
Arts organizations are afraid that corporate support will compromise their artistic 
integrity – that their patronage and arts colleagues will view them as corporate sellouts 
prostituting the purity of the art only to be slaves to the corporate world. This ideology is 
pervasive and holds arts groups back from pursuing, activating, and fulfilling corporate 
support. This position is not unfounded. As described in the contextual section of this 
research, sponsors whether governmental, religious, or individual have tried for centuries to 
influence artists to achieve their own outcomes. Governments and royalties have used the 
arts to project power, cement a certain political legacy, or push propaganda. Wealthy patrons 
wanted to be portrayed a certain way – even the distortion of physical appearance in 
portraits to match their self-perception. Religious institutions restricted artistic creation to 
works that only enhanced the worship experience of sacred texts, scriptural stories, and 
church history. Each of these dominant cultural influences used the arts to promote 
themselves and distorted and dictated artistic expression.  
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Political 
 This resistance might not be a response to historical context. There seems to be a 
political bias within arts organizations that object to corporate support because of their 
learned discomfort with capitalism and perceived conservative politics. The arts seem to be 
okay with accepting public dollars that restrict or manipulate the creation of arts due to the 
tax-dollar element or national cultural policy but will not take private corporate dollars for 
fear of commercialization. This stance is ironic given the overwhelming support of the 
National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and other government-funded entities. The NEA 
consistently creates programs to influence artistic creations, evaluates artistic excellence 
through a small, elite group of art judges, and gives less than one-thirtieth ($.08B) to arts 
organizations compared to what corporations give to the arts ($2.6B).
4
 Granted the NEA is 
one organization and arts organizations typically have multiple corporate supporters to 
manage.  
On the other hand, multiple sources provide diversification and protection from 
political shifts, corporate decision-making changes, and economic trends. Regardless, why is 
there not more resistance to NEA funding? Even with the time and resource consumption 
and mission distraction of the NEA grant application, many arts groups consider the NEA 
only a stamp of approval. This irony is rooted in ideology and not practicality and is more a 
political bias in arts organizations. If organizations dedicated half the time they do to NEA 
grants toward corporate partnerships, their revenue would increase dramatically.  In the 
words of Shepard Fairey is his 2015 essay, “The National Endowment for the Arts is 
                                                 
4
 Investment calculation and assumptions: 2016 – $82M in NEA grants (NEA 2016), 2015 – $939MM 
corporate sponsorship in the arts (IEG 2017), 2015 – $1.683B corporate giving (non-sponsorship) in the arts 
(Giving USA 2016 - 5% of total to arts is $18.7 billion times 9%, the 2012 NEA source breakdown) 
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basically dead, so sponsorship is likely to play an even more prominent role in the lives of 
exhibiting artists” (McGinness, et al 2005, 19).  
Patron Protection and Reaction 
 Sponsorship can be a compromise to the arts purely because of public opinion and 
not because the sponsor is asking them to compromise (McGinness, et al 2005, 18). 
Perceptions of commercialization from the “logo soup” discussed earlier can cause negative 
reactions to the brand from patrons (Cornwell 2013, 404). Fairey, also in McGinness’ book, 
assumes, “With art, the viewer wants purity, free of compromise, which is difficult to find 
anywhere in our society” and “the art crowd seems to have greater reservations, no matter 
how genuinely altruistic the company’s motives are” (McGinness, et al 2005, 18). 
Lewandowska in her study concluded that patrons may view a strong sponsor link 
unfavorably and thus incongruence might serve better (Lewandowska 2015, 36). Then again, 
this sort of thinking falls in line with the corporate misunderstanding and deactivation 
discussed earlier in this chapter. These are some of the reasons for resistance as we defend 
and project our patronage. However, in conjunction to Cornwell’s statement above he 
balances, “do we at times measure attitudes and believe them to have more importance than 
they do” (Cornwell 2013, 404). IEG tested these assumptions and in response to the arts 
manager outrage of BP sponsoring the Tate Museums in Britain, 88% of patrons said their 
support was very or quite acceptable and 2% quite or very unacceptable (IEG 2010). We 
must make sure our patrons are truly as resistant as management. Perhaps engaging them in 
the sponsorship acquisition process is not a bad idea and would aid patron engagement 
during activation.  
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Financial Fear 
 Most arts organizations are fearful of finances, financial reports, and complicated tax 
issues due to lack of direct staff expertise. There may exist on the board some expertise in 
tax accounting but it is most likely disengaged or risk-averse in helping arts organizations 
chart these choppy financial waters. There is a threat that the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 
will charge a tax on sponsorship fees when they cross certain lines between sponsorship to 
advertising. They call this tax an Unrelated Business Income Tax (UBIT). This tax could be 
between 15% and 45% (Anseth 2016). If too much of an organization’s revenue is this 
unrelated business income, it could call the nonprofit status into question. The general 
guidelines are that sponsors should not receive substantial benefits in return and that the 
sponsee should not actively promote the specific products or services of the sponsor. Active 
promotion means to make definitive and comparative statements about quality, savings, 
and/or value (Anseth 2016).   
These facts scare organizations into not pursuing or not activating sponsorships for 
fear of taxation. However, nonprofits should understand these limitations and continue to 
activate sponsorships and help them meet business objectives. This tax is not automatic and 
only occurs after audit or investigation and those cases are very rare. Perhaps, the arts can 
insert a UBIT clause into agreements so that the sponsor will cover any tax imposed on a 
non-profit in retrospect to preserve the sponsorship fee benefit to the non-profit. Practically, 
it is better to win a sponsorship of $100,000 that will last several years and pay the $45,000 
tax than forgoing the $55,000 net benefit to the arts mission. It is almost like not taking a job 
because of the deducted income tax and FICA.  
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Integrity 
 The communication intangibles, mentioned earlier in this chapter, come under attack 
when considering this threat. Chong quotes the German-born artist Haacke in his seminal 
work on businesses and the arts, “the more the interests of cultural institutions and business 
become intertwined the less culture can play an emancipatory, cognitive, and critical role” 
(Chong 2003, 160). The independent, truth-telling power of the arts is important. True art 
has no master and this statement has Fairey concerned (McGinness, et al 2005, 18). True art 
must come from the heart – a corporation should not taint the personal vision. If the 
corporation dictates an agenda then there is a perceived problem.  
A few simple yet stealthy examples of this relate to programming or aesthetics. When 
logos overrun a museum so that it visually distracts from the art, there is a problem. 
However, only recognizing with minimized logos is also counter-productive. When 
museums decide on exhibitions and a popular exhibit that comes with corporate support 
instead of an exhibit the community truly needs, that is also a problem (Lund and Greyser 
2016, 14). When the seduction of corporate support pulls the arts away from the mission of 
excellent art that challenges its community, the corporation taints the arts integrity. 
A more hostile threat would be what Haacke eventually describes in Chong’s essay, 
Culture Jamming – the corporate takeover of the arts (Chong 2003, 151). McGinness 
expressed the same fear when talking about corporations liking art and attempting to co-opt 
its ownership and figure a way to profit from it. But these worst-case scenarios describe an 
irresistible force and a defenseless art. When asked about these threats and fears, Alice Zimet 
explained that the arts groups, and their corporate support managers, are the “logo cops.” In 
the bank and museum study, Corporate Sponsorships in Culture, The Guggenheim 
sponsorship director understood this – “to bridge the gap – the corporation getting what 
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they are expecting and the Guggenheim maintaining its artistic independence and legal 
requirements” (Lund & Greyser 2016, 15). They are the ones that control the corporate 
influence and can say no to partnerships that are not good for the organization. Ellis in 
McGinnis’ book says, “Some of the mistakes [in the arts] include saying ‘yes’ all the time. I 
think one of the biggest mistakes is being hungry” (McGinness, et al 2005, 62). Ukman, with 
over 30 years of sponsorship experience with the arts, reassures that brands do not want to 
turn the arts into NASCAR.       
 The Corporation is today’s dominant economic force. However, today we live in a 
much freer society where income and subsidy for the arts is more diverse – especially in 
America. The arts are no longer slaves to a throne or church or one patron. We have 
choices. We can mutually agree to terms of a partnership and control the influence. Our 
resistance to this influence might affect the partnership fee exchanged. However, the greater 
the fit of the partnership the lesser these concerns are present. “Sponsorship research has 
almost universally found that higher fit is related to higher effects in both sports and non-
sports contexts, which is generally attributed to less questioning or counter-arguing of the 
sponsor’s motives” (Olson 2010, 188). 
 
Arts Sponsorship Opportunity 
 While comparing the arts to the Goliath that has a seventy to four point lead 
according to the scoreboard is discouraging, there are many sponsorship opportunities for 
the arts. In this final section of this final chapter, we will combine opportunities with 
application for arts organizations looking to expand their sponsorship programs. This 
application will build off the recommendations made by Ukman and Douglass in the sports 
comparison section of chapter two. Alongside the market growth and shifts in market share 
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opportunities, there is a growing corporation interest in the arts. According to Olson’s study, 
“there is an increasing interest in cultural sponsorships” (Olson 2010, 181). Robson with her 
current critique of Pepsi’s historical and failed “Portrait of America” sponsorship, arts 
sponsorship success has more to do with deficient execution than theory (Robson 2015, 
330). It seems that the master of strategic philanthropic partnerships with corporations in 
the immediate future is the arts.  
Focus & Fit 
 The first opportunity is focusing the sponsorship program and finding the right fit. 
Fit will determine the strength of sponsorship in supporting the mission, meeting the 
sponsor’s objectives, and engaging rather than distracting the patronage. “The 
congruence/match or fit between the sponsor and the event is widely regarded as improving 
the memory for the link and improving sponsorship outcomes” (Cornwell 2013, 401). In 
another Cornwell study, fit can mean mission, purpose, and actual business type (Pappu and 
Cornwell 2014, 490).  
 Fit also is relevant to focus which means being selective, only concentrating on a few 
sponsorship prospects and properties at a time – preferably the sponsors with the most 
capacity and the most propensity for the most valuable properties within an arts group. 
These partnerships are not quick fixes to fill a budget need but for the long term good of the 
organization.  Fewer prospects also aids in maximizing follow-up – something important to 
Januszewski’s corporate pursuits. Focusing on fewer prospects will also aid in matching 
sponsors with the best properties – those that they can own. This strategy was an important 
one with Zimet to help meet business objectives, segment exclusivity, avoid advertising 
clutter/logo soup, and create multi-year contracts and high probability renewals.  
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Strategic Approach 
 With focus and fit determined, the arts can make a strategic approach. Pulling from 
IEG’s data, a strategic approach might be developing relationships with local and regional 
marketing agencies who might be working with larger local brands. Sixty percent of sponsors 
use these types of firms to negotiate the best deals, employ their resources, and measure 
success (IEG 2017, 7). 
 Ukman mentioned another strategic approach gleaned from the study. To compete 
with properties like sports that have larger audiences and more impressions, arts 
organizations might consider collaborating with each other to combine their assets and 
create a larger, shared sponsorship. Organizations of similar art forms will share audience 
demographics and help with target marketing. The properties could share activation and 
fulfillment duties to better steward the sponsor. This works particularly well with 
organizations that have different seasons to create a year-round opportunity.  
Content & Structure 
 The most valuable asset, according to Ukman, is the audience. That is why her first 
recommendation to arts organizations in her aforementioned recommendations was about 
CRM. Knowing the demographics of the audience in size, geographic residence, age, 
preferences, education, and income all help in providing a valuable partnership. Spend time 
knowing the audience and making a connection to their target market early in the 
partnership creation process. The top two corporate objectives are to 1) create 
awareness/visibility to acquire new customers and 2) increase brand loyalty with current 
customers (IEG 2017). Matching the database with these objectives will create measurable 
and highly desirable partnerships.  
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 Begin the process asking and reasoning for a multi-year agreement. Corporations will 
not want to commit long-term due to budgets but ignore this low first wall. The research 
proves that these type of partnerships need multiple years in order to measure success. 
Koning in his study requires a minimum of two years because “repeated exposure to the 
sponsorship linkage” works like advertising with multiple contacts needed and branding only 
builds over time (Koning 2014, 144 and 151). Furthermore, “the partnership is not evaluated 
on short-term economic returns. Rather it is linked to long-term effects related to client 
engagement and customer referral, as well as to traditional brand image and preference 
measures” (Lund and Greyser 2016, 21). Finally, “as with any other corporate activity, 
consistent improvement over time brings the greatest value. The most successful program 
will not be a short-term campaign but a long-term commitment that continues to grow in 
scale and sophistication” (Porter and Kramer 2014).  
Fulfillment 
 Last but absolutely not least, the fulfillment report recapping the activation with 
measurements against specific, line-by-line objectives is key. Showing a return on investment 
almost guarantees renewal, enhanced partnerships, and more dollars for the mission. Tied 
with measuring ROI, a post-event report is the most demanded service of properties from 
sponsors (IEG 2017, 8).  
 
Chapter Summary 
 Chapter 3 followed a modified S.W.O.T. analysis to highlight findings of arts 
sponsorships organized into strengths, weaknesses, threats and opportunity. The research 
did not intend to provide an exhaustive list but conveyed recommendations through the 
contextual study and industry benchmark analysis with sports. 
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The strengths of arts sponsorships were the potential for image building, their often 
targeted and passionate audience, and several communication intangibles. The weaknesses 
were a lack of capacity, misunderstanding, no activation, and corporate office confusion. The 
latter weakness is more of an external issue in that corporations are stuck in the same 
dilemma between corporate philanthropy and corporate marketing when it comes to the 
arts. The solution provided here is to embrace both through strategic philanthropy but not 
discount the importance and objectivity of the marketing component. The weaknesses also 
correspond with the two issues of resources and resistance mentioned in chapter two.  
 The threats are more internal struggles than external forces in the case of most 
S.W.O.T. analysis models and deal primarily with the second issue of resistance mentioned 
above. The threats are political (more learned bias than government policies), patron 
protection and reaction (possibly unwarranted or unreal), financial fear, and integrity 
(purpose, programming and control). The opportunities recommended a focused program 
with a priority on fit, coupled with a strategic approach, armed with proposals with pro-
corporate objectives and pro-objective structures, and a mandatory, punctual, and detailed 
fulfillment report outlining results and leading to future success.  
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CONCLUSION 
The arts can learn from sports sponsorship how to create mutual and sustainable 
strategic philanthropic partnerships that meet business objectives and provide much needed 
unrestricted revenue to support their art and mission. The objectives of this thesis were to 
analyze the trends of corporate support and corporate sponsorships for the arts, study the 
reasons why sports organization are more successful in sponsorships than the arts, test 
findings and theories through seasoned field professionals and develop helpful 
recommendations for the arts.  
Through an explanatory sequential mixed method approach, an analytical and 
quantitative study on corporate support data over time including sponsorship, philanthropic, 
arts-specific, profit and non-profit sectors revealed trends. These trends included an increase 
in corporate support compared to other segments of funding. They also revealed a leaning 
towards more marketing than philanthropic based support over time. A brief, contextual 
study on corporate support also revealed helpful trajectories and tempered a more dramatic, 
initial assumption by the researcher. This study conducted on sports success in the 
sponsorship industry mined best practices that would translate to the arts sector. These 
findings settled on strategic philanthropy as a preferred model. With these databased 
conclusions, research of contemporary literature focused on arts corporate support, case 
studies, and eventually qualitative interviews to test and explain the quantitative findings. 
These findings materialized into recommendations for the arts throughout the three 
chapters.  
The key findings were as follows: 
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1. Sponsorship is business-objective focused, not cause-need based. This priority 
wrapped with a philanthropic package is strategic philanthropic partnerships.  
2. The current trends and reasons for this new type of support should be 
encouraging to the arts.  
3. Sports are more successful than arts due to event size, media exposure, and 
recognition opportunities. However, the arts have a strategic niche with target 
markets, impression strength and passion intensity.  
4. There exist two major obstacles, lack of resources and ideological resistance, to 
marketing based corporate support within the arts. 
5. Collaboration among arts groups to compete asset-wise, segmentation ownership 
(program exclusivity), and more robust fit engagement and 
activation/stewardship processes were the primary recommendations. 
The only consistent in life is change. Change is difficult but full of opportunity for 
those that can capture its wind and direct itself to a desired location. This study helps to 
recognize the wind and aims to point the arts in the right direction. The hesitations and 
resistance are real. However, knowledge overcomes fear. If we can navigate the icebergs 
described in this study, then we will obtain a shortcut to success. It will not be easy. The 
promising aspect is that this arts vessel is not fragile but amendable and resilient – hitting 
icebergs will not sink our ship. More so, learning from our shortcomings, our weaknesses, 
and our perceived threats will make us stronger and faster and enable us to be better 
partners, more secure to serve corporations but simultaneously serve our missions, our 
artists.  
Strategic philanthropic partnerships are the wave of the future. It is not the only 
wave but an important one that has been misunderstood and avoided by too many arts 
68 
 
organizations. Throughout history, there are certain tipping points that push a trend to 
become accepted culture. Perhaps the rumored elimination of the NEA will be that tipping 
point for arts organizations. On the other side, perhaps the corporate scandals of the last 
few decades and the ever changing more image-conscience customer-base will tip 
corporations more toward the arts. Regardless, implementing and taking risks and following 
through with the foundational principles learned from sports detailed in this study as tools 
and maps for the journey ahead is necessary. 
The arts can learn from sports sponsorship how to create mutual and sustainable 
strategic philanthropic partnerships that meet business objectives and provide much needed 
unrestricted revenue to support their art and mission. The present need not be a reflection 
of what the future could be.  
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW WITH ALICE SACHS ZIMET 
President, Arts + Business Partners 
On September 12, 2016 by Scott Giffen via telephone  
[Personal and Pre-Interview Conversation excluded] 
 Scott: just to get us started off, Alice, you've already talked a little bit about your 
academic background, and that's wonderful. I think that's completely related. Just wanted to 
see if you could give a brief overview of your professional experience with sponsorships, and 
maybe any connections you have toward sports as well. I know you do mostly arts. 
 Alice: I don't have any connections to sports except for the fact that when I was at 
The Chase Manhattan Bank, we sponsored the New York City Marathon, the U.S. Open 
Women's Finals. I'm trying to think of what else. Those are the two that come to mind for 
sports. But I did leave 15 years ago. That was 1999. The sports sponsorships at Chase are 
very significant. In any event, you mentioned academic. I have undergraduate and graduate 
degrees in art history and spent a year in France, studying art history. And my first job was 
first I was an intern at the Metropolitan Museum of Art, and then I was asked to run the 
intern program. So that was my first arts job. And then worked in another not-for-profit in 
the arts called the American Federation of Arts, and then segued to The Chase Manhattan 
Bank, and I was there from 1979 to 1999 in two capacities. One was in the philanthropy 
group, and I was responsible for all philanthropic gifts. That included all disciplines except 
for education and health. So I did housing, economic development, youth programs, the 
arts. And I think I did that for seven years. I had a wonderful job but I had a very difficult 
boss and decided to move horizontally for six months over to marketing to see if I couldn't 
take philanthropy and take marketing, and sort of one plus one equals three and create a 
sponsorship program.  This was before other companies created similar programs, although 
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American Express and I believe Phillip Morris had similar programs in the mid-1980s. 
However, there were no other commercial banks doing this. So those six months turned into 
12 more years where I became the Director of Worldwide Cultural Affairs for The Chase 
Manhattan Bank. I worked in 14 countries and 20 cities across the U.S. I generated over $2 
billion for the bank using the arts as a strategic marketing tool. And that’s with two degrees 
in art history and no business background, just instinct! I left Chase in 1999 and founded a 
corporate sponsorship boutique, Arts and Business Partners. In this capacity, I now work 
with both not-for-profits, mostly the art world, and with corporate sponsors, and I lecture 
and teach. On a separate track, I've been collecting fine art photography for 30 years, and it's 
always been very personal and very quiet and not public. However, about ten years ago, 
somebody was over and said, "Why aren't you teaching classes about collecting 
photography? Nobody does it." So again, I became a pioneer, just like I became a pioneer in 
arts sponsorship, and I started teaching classes which have just sort of exploded. So in 
addition to the corporate sponsorship work, I also I teach classes on collecting photography,  
do advising, and I coach photographers on how to get into the commercial workplace. I 
have these two hats, one photography and one corporate sponsorship. 
 Scott:  Wow. I really appreciate your time, Alice. I think you're going to be able to 
give some great insight to some of my questions. 
 Alice: Great, so I left Chase in 1999, which is why I wrote you to say that I may have 
a historic perspective. I also can tell you what I think has changed over the last 20 or 30 
years. There's no question about it. And I do think that without knowing it at the time, I 
really was a pioneer in this kind of shift away from what I consider straight and pure 
philanthropy into sponsorship marketing. However, I can't speak for the sports side, but I 
can speak for the arts side.  
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 Scott:  Tell me about that shift. My second question was how do you think corporate 
support for the arts has changed over the past 30 years, and you talked about this 
philanthropy and marketing. Do you mind speaking a little more about that shift? 
 Alice: Sure. On the corporate side, business usually has two tracks to get funding for 
your nonprofit. One is from the Philanthropy group and one is the marketing side. 
Philanthropy would be purer, not 100% pure, but purer. There are fewer strings attached, 
and the objectives are very different. You measure by seeing how many kids attended a 
program, for example. The other bucket is in Marketing, which is sponsorship, where it's 
really nothing but strings attached. There are objectives, and those objectives have to do 
with business objectives -- not about the not-for-profit. This is about doing good and doing 
business, and that's what sponsorship is. I believe that  the shift is that is more difficult today  
to get money for general operating support, that is,  money to keep the lights on in a 
museum or an opera house. And I think that's become the bigger challenge. Further, I think 
the easier way to get money is when it's earmarked and the company can “own” some way. 
That is, they might own the educational programs tied to an exhibition, or they might be the 
exhibition sponsor or they might do the teen academy, but there's an ownership, that is the 
money is designated for a certain purpose. Say as the New York City sponsor of a dance 
company or the national tour sponsor of a dance company. But there's a sense of ownership. 
And I think that is what has changed tremendously over the last 20 or 30 years. I think that 
in one of your general research questions, you talk about the strategies that have been the 
most or the least effective. In the mid-1980s, when arts sponsorship began, the objective 
way back in the beginning was visibility. It was really to differentiate your brand from the 
bank down the street. And I think today, visibility doesn't move the needle. Visibility is not 
the driving motivator. Today, I think sponsorship in the arts is driven by business objectives 
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– and you can't measure visibility. You can't measure eyeballs in an elevator going up to the 
fifth floor in a museum. But you can measure how many prospects who attended an event 
became a client. Let's say you're sponsoring an exhibition and you're doing an evening where 
the curator walks you through and you've only invited prospects. You can track how many 
of those prospects - maybe it's over a three or six-month period of time - but you can track 
if you got any business. Or you want to thank clients for their loyalty, or you have a new 
CEO or local manager and you spotlight that manager by letting the person host an event. 
That new manager gets to meet clients and prospects. All of these things are not about 
visibility but a business objective. Then visibility and logos gets layered on top. A 
sponsorship has the collateral, the print materials, and the press releases, and anything you 
possibly can do in terms of visibility and credit – with a company’s logo. A sponsorship 
might occur because we are opening an office in a new geographic market – that is the 
underlying business hook -- and then on top of that, you layer with the visibility. I think 
that's been a major shift.  
You know, the difference to me between sports and the arts is that sports are a commercial 
product. The U.S. Open just finished up yesterday. Chase is the sponsor of the women's 
finals. Mercedes, I think, was the sponsor of the men's finals. These are commercial 
activities. The finalist wins $3 million. The arts are on a much smaller scale, and you're 
dealing with not-for-profits, .orgs. This seems to be the simplest, the most basic difference 
between the two. 
 Scott:  Piggybacking off that distinction that you made, you talked about the easiest 
dollars coming in the future and those sorts of things. I've noticed in some of my experience 
and then also some of my research that there's a real hesitancy in the arts toward corporate 
partnerships or sponsorships, things like that, for fear of commercialization. And I wanted 
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to know if you could talk about that, and why do you think the arts are afraid of becoming 
"corporate"? 
 Alice: I don't think they are. I'd like to hear what examples you can give me on that. 
 Scott:  I'll give you a real personal example, I started a new job about a month ago, 
and I work for an arts district in St. Louis, and it's a big arts district. It's not an umbrella 
organization of the arts organizations that are in the district, the St. Louis Symphony Powell 
Hall is in the district, the Fabulous Fox, he's actually a for-profit theater that's in the district. 
There are 40 arts organizations presenting and performing and visual arts organizations. And 
we're looking at creating some official sponsorship. We've gotten some feedback form 
leadership within some of the organizations that they don't want to have logos on things. 
They don't want to have too many companies associated with programs because of what's 
called the commercialization or becoming corporate. So that's what I'm referencing as far as 
that fear. 
 Alice:  Right, but I think that it's your job to educate those not-for profits that are 
part of your consortium that when you believe a business is going  over the line, it becomes  
an ethics issue, no doubt about it. But it seems to me, your job is to educate your 
consortium, those groups that are part of the-- I forget what you called it. A community? 
But those groups that you're dealing with in St. Louis—you need to become the local cop 
who says you've gone too far. So for example, for me, I hate it when you see a car on your 
way into the Big Apple Circus or outside on the plaza of Lincoln Center. To me, I don't like 
that. It’s too commercial. . I always feel that Alvin Ailey American Dance Theater is very 
smart about sponsorship, and I see them with a bank that is the New York City sponsor and 
another bank that is their national sponsor, you've got two in the same financial services 
category. But they do it with the concept of ownership. Whenever I work with nonprofits, I 
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make them create a menu of sponsorship opportunities. This avoids logo soup, as you called 
it. Having a menu of sponsorship opportunities is a way to have your sponsor own 
something but without it being totally driven by logos. Tell me some of the groups in your 
consortium? 
 Scott:  The Fox Theater. St. Louis Symphony. 
 Alice: Okay, let's say the symphony does like Leonard Bernstein did years ago -- 
concerts for kids, right? So to me, you go to a sneaker company, and that particular family 
oriented company then sponsors the concert for kids. And then the symphony has a sponsor 
that makes business sense. Then the extra layer of logos is layered on, but only for those 
youth concerts. I do think that there is a responsibility to educate your group of not-for-
profits that corporate money isn't tainted as long as it's one plus one equals three. SO I go 
back to what I said about my experience. I generated well over $2 billion using the arts as a 
marketing tool for Chase, but it was always under the radar. It was always-- the bank knew 
what we were doing. The bank knew that sponsoring say, Paul Taylor Dance Company in 
Brussels-- they knew we did it because the Chase Private Bank was opening up a new office 
in Brussels. The bankers invited 200 very wealthy prospects, and they got $10 million + of 
new business. But that isn't commercialization because we were not exploiting, if that's the 
right word, the arts group.  
 Scott:  I agree with you, Alice. And I've done lots of these in the past that have been 
wonderful. And you do have to manage the partnership, if you will. I like the logo cop. I'm 
going to use that again. I'll definitely reference you. But-- 
 Alice: But you do! You have to be the ethics cop, the logo cop. That's your 
responsibility if you're the one going out and getting the sponsorships. I mean, I don't know 
what your responsibility is, but if that's it-- 
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 Scott:  It's interesting that you have this experience with Chase. So years ago, about 
15 years ago, I worked with MasterCard. MasterCard has a large presence-- their whole 
technology and processing is in St. Louis. And so they have a very large corporate presence 
and lots of employees. And I did a partnership with them very early on in my career, and 
they would as me, "How many of your patrons are now using MasterCard as opposed to 
Visa?" And my eyes were opened to this business objective instead of it being, "Okay, we 
want to sponsor you because you're good for the community." We want to sponsor you 
because we want more people to use MasterCard. 
 Alice: And it doesn't mean that you're not doing good for the community. It's back 
to that difference between philanthropy and marketing. Marketing is doing good and doing 
business. Philanthropy is predominantly doing good. I mean, there are a couple of strings, 
but the objectives are very different. 
 Scott:  Well, I think you hit a good point earlier in the conversation as far as scope. 
The arts, individually, don’t have the same sort of scope as a U.S. Open or Major League 
Baseball. But one of the things that we're trying here-- and actually, I started this thesis 
before I started this job, and maybe I took this job because of the thesis [laughter]. But we 
have about 3 million visitors to the arts district here through all of our arts organizations, the 
contemporary art museum, the Sheldon Concert Hall, the symphony, the Fox Theater. 
There's lots of organizations. So about 3 million people. That's actually the same number of 
people the St. Louis Cardinals draw to their stadium each year. But we have zero corporate 
sponsorship money compared to millions and millions with the Cardinals. And so we're 
trying to take advantage of some of these collaborate, collective opportunities if we can work 
together as a district and capture those 3 million visitors, then that's going to be a lot better 
than the $200,000 that the symphony pulls each year, something like that. 
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 Alice:  Let me just tell you that I bet that the Cardinals, whoever they bank with, 
that's one of the companies that gives them a lot of money. See, this is not-- and I don't 
know the first thing about the Cardinals. But there is a business hook behind the scenes for 
everything. I always say to arts groups, "Who do you bank with?" And if you don't get 
money from your bank, switch over and find another bank. I mean, why not? You're giving 
them business. And sometimes a lot of business. 
 Scott:  There is a quid pro quo, so there is an element of that, yeah. I wanted to ask 
you, Alice, and I want to be respectful of your time. And you've already said several gems 
that I think are excellent. I wanted to hear a little bit more about your experience with the 
U.S. Open and with the New York Marathon, and maybe, my question specifically is what 
about those partnerships could be transferred to how the arts do sponsorships and-- 
 Alice: I can't, actually-- I can't answer that. And the reason is I worked at Chase in 
arts sponsorship and arts philanthropy. And colleague handled the sports sponsorships -- 
U.S. Open and the New York City Marathon. So what can you learn? Either what can sports 
learn from arts or what can arts learn from sports? I just think the whole issue of menus is 
the key. It's to have ownership. And that can happen on a large stage. So Chase sponsors the 
women's finals. That's ownership. But it can handle on a small stage too. And I think that 
that's the smart way that arts groups should be fundraising. I think that your logo soup is a 
turnoff. I also think exclusivity is key. And how do you do that? How do you create 
exclusivity? And you create it by offering a menu of sponsorship opportunities where that 
potential sponsor can own something, exclusively. 
[Personal and Post-Interview Conversation Excluded] 
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW WITH LESA UKMAN 
Founder, IEG 
On August 2, 2016 by Scott Giffen via telephone 
[Personal and Pre-Interview Conversation Excluded] 
 Scott: . . . would you mind giving a brief overview about your experience and kind of 
your associations with sponsorships in general. I know you could probably talk for the entire 
interview because you have so much experience, but just a brief introduction would be 
wonderful.  
 Lesa: Okay, well I was the founder of IEG which among other things I created IEG 
sponsorship report where it defined the industry of sponsorship including sports, arts, 
entertainment, and non-profits. Until then there was something called sports marketing but 
that was really considered a media buy for sports broadcasts. There was really no such thing 
as sports sponsorship where you were buying intellectual properties. Arts sponsorship was 
really relegated to philanthropy. Cause marketing, which was created by Jerry Welsh not 
Carol Cone who often gets credit for it, were introduced at my second conference in 1984. 
So with the [IEG] newsletter, it wasn't just the start of a publication, it was really the launch 
of a community, and a way of thinking which was that people really, you know, this was 
during the days when there were three networks and media buyers only understood one 
thing which was cost per thousand and  thirty second spots. That's all they understood. 
There was no social media, there was no Internet, there was no anything. Really what I said 
was nobody believes advertisements. They're interruptive and there's a much better way to 
build friendships with customers and that was through their passion, by supporting the 
sports stars, entertainment, and non-profits that they loved. 
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And it was a long, long, long time coming before marketers or brands really 
understood what I was talking about or even if they understood, it was way too much work 
for most of them to want to get on board, but a few things were sort of changing in the early 
80s. First of all, the tobacco companies had been thrown off of T.V. so you had Kool Jazz 
Festivals and Virginia Slims tennis. So that was sort of the beginning of you know brands 
getting involved in real sponsorships, you know where they were not just doing media buys, 
but that was kind of because they had no choice. They couldn't be on T.V. and then also it 
brings in motor sports again for the same reason. It was tobacco companies and then also 
beer companies sort of saw that their fate was tied to that same thing. So it was like the sin 
industries. And then also what happened was the restoration of the Statue of Liberty. So 
Jerry Welsh at American Express had done this experiment at the Lincoln Park where he 
said in Chicago, every time you use your American Express card a donation will be made to 
Lincoln Park Zoo. And that was a huge success for card holder usage in Chicago. During 
those three months of promotions, it was up twenty eight percent. So the next year when the 
Statue of Liberty restoration needed to raise money, they approached American Express on 
a national level. He tied into that and again card usage was up nationally like twenty four 
percent, and that's when cause marketing was born. Then other brands really took notice 
that tying into nonprofits could really become a driver for business. And this whole idea of 
cause marketing was really transaction driven. So rather than using coupons to drive 
business, it was you know take a test drive and a donation will be made to or buy a 
hamburger at McDonald's and a donation will be made to. But it was this concept that some 
sort of behavior will be tied to a donation for a nonprofit. Then there was the L.A. Olympics 
which again was really building a successful kind of poster child for the concept of sports 
marketing or sports sponsorship, beyond just the media buy. Then the Rolling Stones tour 
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was what started music sponsorship. And then some very high profile festivals. So what I 
started was really just legitimizing it by putting numbers around it, I created the analytics for 
valuing it, and I started surveys every year for how big it was and pretty soon we’re playing in 
an entire industry globally.  
 Scott: One of my chief strengths is context and so I love to hear the background and 
the history because I think it informs the present and also the future. So thank you very 
much for talking about that. One thing you mentioned was arts support having a kind of 
philanthropic history.  I wanted to ask you if you thought that was changing in the last 
couple decades? And what the future might look like for arts support, arts corporate 
support, arts sponsorship? 
 Lesa: Yeah, you know for all the creativity in the arts, they're the least creative people 
when it comes to being an administrator for sponsorships and in many ways I kind of hold 
responsible the philanthropic community themselves. Many of the donors have I believe 
some issues with sponsors. So the donors I believe say, “Well we're donating all of this and 
we're not getting the kind of recognition that the brands would want, they would demand. 
So no we're not going to allow that” because they sit on the boards of the museums and 
these arts organizations. What they don't understand and I can get very angry when I talk 
about this because I believe that they've held the arts back personally. My interest is 
nonprofit arts and entertainment. I frankly have no interest in sports even though 90% of 
my business is sports. But it very much makes me upset because the brands are responsible 
to shareholders and they have to get the best return on investment. So these are not 
discretionary dollars that they're spending, they have to get the best return on investment.  
So if they cannot get the recognition that they need to get or whatever objective they 
need to meet from the arts organizations, of course, they're not going to invest their dollars 
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with them. So when you have these donors which really have conflicts of interest sitting on 
the boards deciding how sponsorship rights and benefits will be allocated, of course, the arts 
are going to be held back when it comes time to go in competition with other people looking 
for sponsors. The thing that the arts never understood was that no brand ever wanted to 
turn them into NASCAR. I've never ever worked with a brand that had any interest in 
putting logos on the docent’s jackets. There just was no interest there. And in fact all the 
research shows that arts audiences hated the little tiny type. They hated it because to them 
it's smacked of backroom dealings and it was not clear what the message was. “What does 
this mean? Am I supposed to be loyal to this company or is this company some sort of 
friend of a board member?” There was no quid pro quo that they could really understand.  
So I don't know if you follow the whole British Petroleum, BP, scandal that's been 
emerging over the last three years. It's still going on and it's disgusting. I mean first of all the 
British have sold out their museums way too cheap and have not allowed the public to know 
what BP paid and it's again another example where they undersold which was such a 
sweetheart deal. They so undervalued what they had to sell and if you had asked me as the 
person who created all the metrics to value these things, I would have said BP was paying six 
to seven times what they actually paid. And it finally came out last year what they paid. And I 
was in shock at how cheaply they got those rights. It was just disgusting. So then you have to 
ask why did they sell so cheap? Because the people at the British museums either had no 
understanding what they really were worth and had no willingness to bring in other 
professionals for help than just believe that they understood it all and were living in another 
time. This set the bar for all the arts in Britain and then when BP goes to talk to museums in 
the US it sets their bar. So you've got all these different things going on. You've got these 
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people running arts organizations that you know might be professional but have boards of 
directors and conflicts of interests that are not professional and their hands are tied.  
 Scott: Well, that is wonderful Lesa. Thank you. That is a really helpful perspective. 
I've been in the arts for twenty years and spent a lot of time doing corporate sponsorship. 
And in fact the first time that I was introduced to IEG was when I was at the Atlanta 
Symphony. I was in charge of all their corporate sponsorship programs. And the Atlanta 
Symphony was forced to do corporate marketing sponsorships because the Woodruff Arts 
Center which is where the Atlanta Symphony is --- 
 Lesa: Yeah. I know Woodruff. Yeah. Symphonies do a better job than arts museums 
and Atlanta symphony does a nice job compared to many.  
 Scott: And that's the whole reason why I chose this is as research and my thesis 
because I think you are actually right -- one of the reasons. I am a big arts fan. I'm an artist 
myself and been in the arts my whole life. But I love sports and I watch a lot of sports, grew 
up playing sports in Texas. And so one of my main questions that I have is, what can the arts 
learn from sports sponsorships because you have so much experience even though you said 
that you're an arts lover and I love hearing that. 
 Lesa: No, no, all my works in sports. I spoke two years ago in Canada to all of the 
administrators of the top arts organizations and told them what the three things they could 
do to really change the whole game.  
 One, they have audiences as valuable or more valuable than sports and there’s no 
clutter. So I mean, they can certainly turn this around very easily. First of all, you know, 
invest in CRM, that would change everything. Right now, our databases are totally siloed, so 
the tickets people have a different database, and the social media people, and so, they need 
to invest in CRM to be able to monetize their audiences, because their audience is their most 
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valuable asset. They're typically wealthy and influential, in control, you know, purchasing 
decisions for their businesses, as well as, as consumers. They're very, very desirable. So if 
they got their CRM together, that could be really, really powerful. The other thing is they 
have to invest in bringing in younger audiences, which is gonna drive revenue just not 
among sponsors, but it's also gonna drive ticket sales and all kinds of other things to make 
them robust going into the next few decades. And sponsors will bring in younger audiences, 
so you know, it's a circle for them. They need sponsors, and sponsors need them. The more 
diverse audiences are not the same audience that you were marketing to twenty years ago, 
obviously. Understanding how to tap into company’s multiple budgets. I mean, it's not just 
sponsor budgets. There is no brand that wakes up and says, "I have to invest in arts," either 
they wake up and say, I need to reach Hispanic male insurance brokers in Atlanta, you know, 
because we need to recruit more Hispanic brokers in Atlanta, right? So, you have to think 
about okay, I have the opportunity to target HR, or what about CSR, or what about the 
foundation or community affairs or are we already getting funding from community affairs, 
and now can we go to marketing and say, look here, they're already giving us basically the 
rights fee, now why don't you spend without having to pay a rights fee? Marketing dollars 
against it, which is just gonna drive audiences for the arts organization, which is what 
they desperately need anyway. So there's so many ways to tap into other budgets which is 
gonna be a win-win for everyone. 
 But the arts organizations need to understand how to do that, and they just don't. 
Also, they need to become savvier about delivering what these companies need and not just 
inventory that they have to sell. So typically arts organizations sell what needs funding, and 
not what's most valuable. And that's the wrong way to approach it. So oftentimes when I'm 
working with an arts organization, I would probably throw out what they're selling, and re-
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look at what's most valuable. It's unrestricted rights. You can put the sponsorship toward 
whatever it is that you...what your initiatives are, that you need funding for. That doesn't 
necessarily mean what you should lead with or what you should sell at all. And nowadays it 
needs to become year round, so that means tapping into social media, having a TV channel, 
maybe partnering with other arts organizations in your city, and selling together, and doing 
revenue share. So if your season is fall/winter, partnering with a summer arts organization so 
you can have the year round tactics. So that the brand can tie-in year round, if that's what 
they're selling. Oftentimes, a huge hurdle for sponsors is their sales people really don't know 
how to entertain clients at arts organizations, so making it really turnkey by providing them 
really easy bullet points on a dummy's guide to entertaining at the symphony. Here are three 
points about tonight's thing to talk to your client about so that they don't look like idiots at 
the symphony. Or, here's a pre-show talk that we're gonna have. It's not gonna be boring. 
Or here's a post event talk that we're gonna have that's fun, or here's something for young 
people we're gonna do for the African American market or that would bring in new 
audiences. So really tailoring it so that it meets what HR is looking for, or CSR is looking for. 
There's just so many pieces that are missing right now. It would cost very little to put 
together, but it has to bring in a different mindset from -- fund us because we're worth it and 
we need it. 
 Scott: [laughter] You know I just finished an interim post at a second-tier orchestra, 
and I sat in a room of corporate business leaders, and the president of the symphony said 
that exact speech, and afterwards, I tried to have a learning moment, and they just would not 
have it. They just could not, and I think you're exactly right. [laughter] 
 Lesa: Yeah. So the other thing that's a huge threat is that the United Nations has 
their 2020 goals. And you know the arts aren't even on there, so the arts are really being 
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marginalized, support for the arts. You don't get credit in these socially responsible 
investment funds for supporting the arts, because it's not one of the UN's goals. So now 
you're not considered a socially responsible company unless you follow those goals, which I 
think is horrible. It's like who made the UN the arbiter of what is socially good. We've given 
them this power and frankly, in any domain, I cannot believe...it's like saying Trump is 
the “arbiter of social good.” The UN is often on the wrong side of things, so why do we 
think they should be on the right side of this? This is important stuff, you know. And now, 
all these automatons are following them, tying their index funds to social investment to the 
UN goals, and the arts aren't on there. They're not a priority. So, it's about sustainability . . . 
I'm not saying it's not really important, but if you think about it, sustainability is a cost 
savings to business. Why should you get credit for doing something that's saving your 
business money? Okay, yes, we want everyone to be, you know, really, really, really 
environmentally sustainable. Of course. We want everyone to be that way. That’s the cost of 
being in the game, but to say that counts, and arts don't. That's outrageous. That's my little 
soapbox. 
 Scott: If there was maybe one or two things that the arts could learn from sports, 
that sports does well, what would you say those one or two things would be? 
 Lesa: Well, CRM and that would be one. Youth engagement would be 
another. Accessibility through social media would be another. 
 Investing in full time. Investing in sales. You know, the arts, they have the same 
person doing fundraising and selling sponsorships. They're two entirely different jobs. And 
the same person cannot do both...cannot do both. 
 Scott: Yeah, there's gotta be focus. 
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 Lesa: And if you don't invest in a sales person, you're never gonna get any further 
along in sales, and you can't outsource this. So, again, maybe you've partnered with other arts 
organizations in your market, and you share the costs of somebody, but somebody's gotta be 
on your behalf, not an agency selling full time. And that person should come out of radio. 
They shouldn't come out of arts sales, because there are very few arts organizations doing it 
right, right now. I mean, there are some, but not many. 
 Scott: I agree. I'm really interested in this term that you coined as far as corporate 
social opportunity, and I wondered if you could describe that, and how it affects the arts. 
You talked a little bit about it actually with the UN - 
 Lesa: Right. Well, corporate social responsibility goes back to they checked every box 
in CSR, and that's total bull****. That was like our rift with management, sort of role, and 
the way to really get around regulation, and also throw your food at the food bank, and say 
you've done your books for the nonprofits. And that's such a limited way of viewing arts and 
nonprofits, and I really think there's a much bigger way to look at it which is corporate social 
opportunity. It's an opportunity to build deeper bonds with customers, with employees, with 
community leaders because I think the arts and nonprofits are the key to strong 
communities. Anytime you have artists moving into downtown areas or urban areas, then 
you're gonna have technology people moving downtown, you're gonna have a thriving 
downtown come back to life. So the artists are really the key to having urban centers come 
back, you know, and not have people leave, but to come back and strengthen. So that's 
where you want to see investments go first. No . . . it's not a responsibility, it’s a huge 
opportunity, and in order for companies to be in an area where they want to attract the best 
employees. If it's a crummy place to live, you're not gonna attract the best employees. 
They're not gonna want to raise their families there. 
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 So I just see it entirely different. I don't see it as like, you know, throwing food at the 
food bank. I see it as investment and attracting the best people to work, and the best 
customers, the most loyal customers, the best suppliers that want to partner with you long 
term. I see it as the most profitable way to do business. 
[Personal and Post-Interview Conversation Excluded] 
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APPENDIX C: INTERVIEW WITH JOE JANUSZEWSKI 
Executive Vice President, Texas Rangers Baseball 
On August 15, 2016 by Scott Giffen via telephone 
[Personal and Pre-Interview Conversation excluded] 
 
 Scott: . . . my thesis is on arts corporate sponsorships and I'm looking specifically at 
why art sponsorships are so bad compared to sports? I mean, sports has the total market on 
sponsorships. Seventy percent of all sponsorship dollars go to sports. I'm a huge sports guy 
and I'm kind of unique that way in that I'm an arts guy, huge arts advocate, and an artist 
myself but I love sports too. Maybe it's because I grew up in Texas and you have to love 
them. But the whole point of this thesis is to look at how sports sponsorships do their 
relationships, their partnerships, what they do and what is applicable to the arts? There's a 
huge hesitancy and a hindrance in the arts that's mainly driven by – “oh, we don't want to be 
corporate sellouts so we don't do corporate sponsorships.” I think with the whole world of 
cause-related partnerships and cause-related marketing, that is shifting. Also times are tough 
with art groups. They're looking for new revenue sources, they're looking at new ways to do 
things and I think they're becoming more savvy. And I think corporations are becoming 
more savvy especially those that are looking at a target audience, more affluent, maybe more 
artsy kind of crowd for their products. They are seeing this as an opportunity.  
So that is the main premise, how can the arts learn from the sports sponsorships and 
I thought that you'd be a great resource just to talk and really just to be candid about how 
you guys go about it there at the Texas Rangers, how MLB goes about it. What makes you 
different, even maybe within sports, what makes you different from the NFL, what makes 
you different from the NBA and that sort of thing. You know, what can you offer? What 
kinds of experiences can you offer? What assets do you emphasize in your partnerships? 
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And then I'll take that and I'll use that in an explanatory mixed method approach for my 
research and I'm working a lot with IEG and the data that they have. I just talked to their 
founder last week and had an incredible conversation with them about sponsorships. But I'm 
using a lot of their data and I'm using these interviews, the data that I'm pulling from these 
interviews, and then the last part is basically to make some recommendations for the arts and 
what can the arts do that doesn't turn them into ballparks, but learns from the essence of 
what makes these things successful for sports.  
Joe, just tell a little bit about your history and your experience with sponsorships in 
sports and if you have any arts, I know, obviously, coming up straight up from U.T. you 
were in the film industry for a little while before you went to the Texas Rangers. I don't 
know if you've had any other arts exposure since then, but anything you can offer as far as 
your professional experience, I'd love to hear that. 
 Joe: Oh, sure. I'm happy to share. Appreciate you reaching out. I, as you mentioned, 
I was filmmaker, undergrad, I did actually work in the film business for several years. But I 
would not call it an art experience. It was strictly professional working experience on 
production crews or making a motion picture. So, I've never even represented saying I was 
in the arts. I was in the film business and I was a guy who was part of a production team 
running a set, so it would be a stretch to say I have an arts background. The extent of my 
arts experience was watching Baby Einstein with my kids. And listening to lots of classical 
music because it helps wind me down after a very busy, intense, people-dominated days, 
both internal and external. But my experience coming out of Oakland and going back to 
school and getting into sports is I've had 18 years in professional baseball -- my bread-and-
butter, if you will, where I made my market entrance as a revenue generator, as a sales guy 
coming up through the corporate sales chain.  
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So I wasn't a ticket-seller, I wasn't an event seller, I called sponsors and what's 
interesting is in nomenclature. When I got into this business it was doing the sponsorship 
business. People still use that kind of as a general term for the people who sell the signs and 
the programs ads, etc. But we really changed that because sponsorship sounds more like a 
one-way street and so we really tried to change the terminology. We're in the partnership 
business. Partnerships are something that both parties want to be involved in and both 
hopefully are seeing benefit from. And from sponsorships, which I'll tell you I often liken 
sponsorships as being more of an art-centric, kind of a defined arts world of donor-based 
giving and that's a sponsorship. 
 Scott: Underwriting, kind of feel? 
 Joe: Yeah, yeah, absolutely. And again I just listened to your preamble. I don't mean 
that you were talking too long. When you were setting up the call, it resonated with me that 
one of the biggest differences, of course, is that the arts, whether it's a district or it's one 
particular venue or it's a run of a certain play or a program that's coming to town or concert 
series - it's an individual ask to high net worth individuals to put their name on it because 
they're quote on quote patrons of the arts, right? 
 What is the partnership? What are they getting back? Well, they're still getting a little 
boost of mentioning your name on a venue or on the top billing of a program for a summer 
concert series, but it truly is a sponsorship, two sponsors, two supporters we’re a non-profit 
deal. The arts contribute to the public good so we need people with, you know, resources to 
support us. Totally get it, makes total sense. That is sponsorship. Our model is very different 
from this. It's evolved. It is much more data and analytics-driven in what is the ROI? What is 
the quote on quote partner getting back and that's a good partnership. Yeah, if I'm on the 
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sales side for a team, let's say, I'm looking at how much money can I bring in for my club. 
That's my job, I've got revenue budgets that I have to hit.  
On the client's side, we don't have any individuals who support the sports, the 
people who support sports buy tickets and if they're high net worth individuals, they might 
buy a suite. Most of your suites are corporate owned, but sometimes, you know, you'll have 
individuals purchase. That's it and even then, I wouldn't call it that, that's more if you wanted 
to call it a sponsor, that's the hospitality buy, but those are the only individuals who are 
going to. Otherwise, it's all corporate and it's all what can you do for the corporation who's 
giving you this money. So, it kind of changed the way, some of the way, and I'll talk a little 
bit about how we sell, but change the way we define what we're selling because we're not 
asking for sponsorship dollars.  
We're asking for something that's going to have a tangible benefit back to your 
company, your brand, your morale and employees, the benefits, etc., etc. So that's one sharp 
way I think that we're getting and again, it's part of the model, we don't go after, I don't go 
after, you know, John Hunt of Hunt Oil and ask him to buy a sign. John Hunt doesn't need 
a sign for Hunt Oil and it doesn't make any sense for John Hunt. But, Hunt Oil might make 
sense if there's some particular program they're looking to promote or if they're looking to 
show that they're good civic partners which is often what you see corporations get involved 
in the arts. You've got some champion inside of a corporation – they want to show the 
community that, hey, you know, AT&T believes in the arts for Dallas, so they sponsor a 
huge, new arts district in uptown, which is what they did. It's very different. 
 If you’re on the fundraising side you're often committed to, or very similarly, if 
you're doing it on the collegiate side. You're looking for alums or interested parties who 
show an interest in supporting your cause and you're looking to them to write a personal 
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check. They might have a family office. Or they might have a foundation. Or they might just 
have a lot money in their checking account and are looking to give it away to a worthy cause.  
Because we don't approach it that way, it's not an apples and oranges. But it is like 
apples and pears. It is a little bit of a different model. We attack it differently. The major 
thing for us is what is the return to the client or the prospect? What is the return? There 
might be some efficacy there when looking at arts. And what can you give back? It's nice to 
put somebody's name on a building, but honestly, that might way outplay asking somebody 
to give you ten million bucks over ten years. After three or four years they get tired of 
writing that million dollar check just because they drive down the street once in a while and 
they see their name on the building. I don't know how long that resonates. We need some 
kind of measurement.  
For us, again I came up as a corporate sales person running my own department for 
our team, The Red Sox. Right now, I oversee all our revenue and sales and marketing for the 
Rangers. I’m getting companies to buy the assets that we have in our store for our sports 
team. We're a baseball team, but we're corporate guys. We're selling signs in the ball park. 
We're selling print advertising. We're selling media radio TV and/or our web. We are selling 
digital signs that you have in the ballpark, scoreboards and the different logo boards that you 
put on them. You're selling in-game like the What-a-burger fry toss on the field or what have 
you. So it's a continual program, something that you do on a regular basis. 
  The intellectual property of the Rangers - you want to use my logo to promote. So 
what you're doing in market, you're doing a sweepstakes through a digital campaign. That's 
what the corporate sales, the partnership team is responsible for monetizing. It's our physical 
space and it's our intellectual property. The tickets are almost always part of the packages. 
But it's not their bread and butter. We have a separate department for that. Ticketing is a 
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more transactional business. So I don't really liken that to partnership for the team. Truly, 
give me a credit card I'll give you tickets. You pick the date and go have a good time and 
spend a lot more money on parking, soda, beer, food, merch, etc. And again, it's a different 
sale, transactional vs. relational.  
 Our business has gotten, two-fold, it's very relational. People are going to like you. 
Hopefully they like the property, the product. They like baseball (one) and they have to like 
you and that second part is very important. That's why the best sellers tend to be the ones 
who really relate to folks, have a good personality, are not afraid to fail, you know all the 
typical sales one-on-one attributes. But they need to be great with their follow-ups. That's 
something a lot of flamed-out corporate sales people are not good at. They could be great on 
the chase and the hunt. But once they kill, they move on which they are supposed to.  But, 
you don't move on and cut the cord because people now have some kind of connection with 
you.  You sold them on a three hundred thousand or three million dollar partnership with 
the team and then you get signs, tickets, and you get exposure but they felt like they invested 
in you too.  And if you don't follow up, if you’re not going to back them, if you’re not 
offering them other opportunities whether they are for sale or for free, bonus—as the 
industry adapted the term 'added value.' It just means free. Please add value by giving me 
something free. Okay, well, hopefully if we are able to do that we monetize that down the 
road with bigger ads or other things we can charge for. 
  But there's that relationship component. That I assume is very important in the arts. 
And it's growing in its support here because once you build that relationship with somebody, 
they don't want you to cut the cord and just turn you over to client services person they 
barely know or know at all.  You call them back in three years and ask them for money and 
those deals tend to go away, so it's really important to create client-focused customer base 
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and like we say around here, we're all customer service representatives.  We're not a sales guy 
versus the services guy versus the promotions guy. We're all customer service 
representatives, and if you think like that and act like that, the likelihood of renewing your 
partnership accounts, regardless of business category, will be significantly greater.  
That is something that you always keep in mind because the best guys in the 
corporate sales world and in baseball are not the ones who chase hard. They chase hard, but 
they truly understand good follow up and staying in touch and good communication because 
those are where your renewals are. It's ninety percent easier to get your money through 
renewals then through new business. It's 9 times harder to get someone new than it is to 
renew somebody who you’ve got under the tent. Always treat them like they are your only 
client. And I'll tell you, the one who spends the least tends to be the most demanding. And if 
they are spending a little it's probably because it's a lot larger chunk than they can afford. So 
from a percentage standpoint the fifty thousand dollar Jim's Liberty Tax Service is like a five 
million dollar or fifty million dollar or five hundred million dollar AT&T spend. Its 
commensurate with their business so sometimes you’ll spend inordinate amount of time with 
the smaller one. Again if you target the smaller one with the belief that it's going to grow 
then that's how you're going to grow your business exponentially or incrementally or holding 
water. That big donation, that commitment is up this year, how are you going to fill that 
hole. I find that in every industry. You can't be thinking about that the year the contract 
comes up. You need to be thinking about it after you sign the contract and you're treating 
them as if you’re already working on it as a renewal.   
 That's a huge part of our success with the Rangers where we're doing three times 
more in corporate partnerships than what we did six years ago. Is it because I'm a miracle 
worker? No. Did I bring some learnings and some key business plans about how we're going 
94 
 
to sell and how we're going to price? Yes absolutely. And certainly on field successes has 
been a significant driver not the only extent. It's just really giving people and empowering 
people with the tools to help them to think about the business from a macro standpoint 
versus how much is my commission each month? How much do I have to get in to make 
my number to keep my job? The used car sales mentality, what do I need to get to this 
month? That's not the way we sell our service here.  
And we've empowered people to not be afraid to say no and not take people's 
money. The Rangers use to take what anybody offered them. And we did a lot of bad deals 
with corporations that were not the type of brand we wanted to be affiliated with as tier one 
property. One of the things I have to emphasize to these guys and encourage them is that 
we're going to say no to some deals, and that was hard for some of the guys in Dallas to 
learn at first. I’m not sure if that’s a relevant example and if it can be carried over to the art 
side and we learned we can't just take anybody's money because it wasn't necessarily best for 
our long term sustainability for business. And that's what we started to say, “Let's get to a 
good number this year. Don't worry about next year until we get to next year.” It’s human 
nature - I got to keep my job for next year so I had better reach my numbers for this year. 
But you know, we're here for the long term. We're all aboard to help raise the organization 
not just the corporate sales department and I think your passion for excellence will spread 
throughout the department. So for me it's excellence. Five of them are revenue generating; 
three are service oriented partly promotion community stuff. So you have to take a more 
holistic approach when you have that large of a group.  
 But I absolutely see how we've changed the way people sell and service, and frankly, 
Scott, to the point where you have to be smart, you have to be prepared with data points. 
You give people what they want. So, AT&T, a major global entity, has never been a Ranger's 
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partner. Three years ago I negotiated a deal with them. They’re a major seven figure partner 
now from zero and it was huge for us to get them and they are going to grow and grow into 
a new ballpark. But they are also a great demand on us. A lot is on us. So instead of waiting 
for them to tell us exactly what they want which they are going to do anyway, the onus is on 
us to make sure that we're being proactive in sending them information. Hey, our rights 
holder's sent us the broadcasting last month, and AT&T has the sign behind the plate like 
every other three games that we're playing. So let's go pull the game where they are behind 
home plate and get a measurement against the household rating, and send it to them 
unsolicited. Because if you send it to them and their agency, then they get to repurchase it 
and everybody looks like a genius. The agency does - the client knows it came from us. And 
it shows us being again, proactive, reaching out to them. We're showing them we're trying; 
we're not taking you for granted. We try to show the value. Hey, our numbers aren't always 
going to be robust. We aren't always going to be great. We're working around a bad year 
right now. Those numbers are always going to be with us. So it was hard. Because we were 
selling them off of a household name that had a five star rating number. In the second half 
of 2015 we were thirty-two games under five hundred so we were doing one. Right? So that's 
hard. But if you're honest and you’re transparent—you don't have to give them everything 
but frame it the best you can and you encourage them and let them know the ownership has 
a plan without cutting your payroll and we're going to be back next year, and people 
appreciate that.  They appreciate you doing the work for them and not forcing them . . .  
 It's kind of like my kids taking the trash out without me asking them. They know it 
has to be done but that doesn't mean they will do it. And when I ask them, they do it. They 
actually do it. It's not that I'm necessarily frustrated; I'm a little annoyed I had to ask. AT&T, 
here's your report. You did it. I come home and the trash is taken out. I want to get up and 
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give him a hug even though it's his job. I am so pleased. I want to get the hug from AT&T. 
Hey, I want the corporate guys to say, hey, I ran this report. You didn't even ask for it. To 
show you how good things are going or not going but here are some things we are going to 
do to give you some extra bonus.  Those kinds of things. When I'm going to ask them for a 
lot more money in two years when their contract is up. I think I have a real fighting chance 
to do so because of what I have been doing in service for them along the way that a lot of 
my competition isn't doing.  
 I would pause at your arts dollars. They are probably competing with the sports 
space. St. Louis is not as robust a market as far as professional sports – you’re obviously 
down one team with the football team moving on. You have baseball which has an 
unbelievable legacy and affinity there and then you got a hockey team which I guess is 
relatively well supported . . . I know they are trying to get an MLS team, which is a great 
market, you should have one. So you have that going for you and your fans are loyal. So 
that's a way that if you're a sports franchise you’re trying to tap into that and sell it. 
  For the arts, again, a little different. For me if I'm in your shoes, then again I don't 
know. The arts sponsorship/partnership - I think it's tough because you’re selling to 
individuals. And I think it's such a different chemistry selling to a high net worth individual 
or a family foundation rather than selling to a corporation. Yes should the arts do better at 
securing corporate dollars? Absolutely. The first thing you need to do is get with the decision 
makers and find a champion because that's a thing it's hard to get people to buy into. Unless 
again, if it's part of the culture, if the company has a sports spend and/or has a 
community/art spend, then you just get with the right person who controls the bucket, make 
our case and plead until you get some of that. But if they don't which I believe in a lot of 
cases smaller companies or mid-sized, but if they don't, like AB (Anheuser Busch) has a 
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dedicated sports line so you're just competing with everybody else but the dollars are there. 
It's just how much are you going to get? You're probably going to get something. Because 
they have a dedicated sports line. You don't have to find an internal champion. Maybe for 
your market you do.  
 It would be like the Texas Rangers dealing with the banking category. Bank of 
America is a big player. They are growing. They were a massive partner of mine in Boston. 
They are based in Boston. They are in Charlotte. But all the marketing people stayed in 
Boston when they bought Fleet bank. So the brains and the heartbeat of that massive bank 
are actually in Boston. If they are going to spend, how much should we get out of them? I've 
been able to get nothing out of them in Dallas. Why? Did I lose my relationship when I left? 
Absolutely not. The guy who runs the marketing as soon as I left was trying to build a 
bridge, trying to get a good rapport. I still can't get a dollar out of them. It could be because 
I'm a bad sales person. I don't think so. But why? They have yet to come to the conclusion 
that they need a better property in North Texas as much as this community is growing 
because they have the Cowboys next door. And for them, they spend a lot of money with 
the Cowboys and that's their line item for North Texas to check and I move on. I've not 
been able to overcome that objection. Does that mean I don't keep trying? Does that mean I 
don't keep trying to get them to see if they can do something on the baseball side for 
months that Football is not top of mind. But I've not been able to crack that, but at least I 
understand the challenge.  
For you in the arts, you've got to get a St. Louis based corporation and a really great 
value proposition for your entertainment arts district and find the right person who you 
think is the most likely to believe in you and buy into your story and then you have to be 
prepared for them to say no to you the first time you go in. But you don't give up. You don’t 
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mark them off the list. You keep a file and follow up. I know it's something that is a strong 
suite of yours; it's that interpersonal connection and then instilling in them, if you have staff, 
not to get discouraged. Don't spin your wheels and waste your company time calling a guy 
who has told you no seventy times. Being able to have those touch points. Find out when 
the guy's birthday is when you're first meeting him, or whatever his kids’ names are, or 
whatever they are into. And there you have that quarterly, or half a year, or Christmas, or 
check in with him where you put those personal touches. I promise you you'll get a response, 
Oh, wow, he remembered my kids' names or whatever. It's a long play. Again the first year 
or two or three may not end in we're all great on our numbers. But you want to build 
something that has longevity and legacy and will ultimately put your organization in a better 
place.  
You'll get a few yeses right off the bat. But for all those nos you have to stockpile the 
nos and turn them someday into a maybe and from a maybe into a yes and the way you do it 
is through people's hearts. Mind over matter. Start with their heart especially when they have 
made up their minds to answer no. Fine. You are now going to build through their heart and 
connect with them personally and I cannot tell you how many deals have come off a two, 
three, four, five year courtship. I got Boston Scientific which is a medical device company 
which has zero interest in sports. Their customers are not there. There is no retail. There is 
no customer orientation. They are selling to hospitals and clinics and research concerns. I 
went after those guys every year on a goodwill civic basis. Your name is Boston. What's 
more Boston than the Boston Red Sox.  What a great community play. I kept at this for 
three years. They sent me seven hundred grand year one. Totally zero to ninety on the 
freeway with no wrap time. You are on the median strip and boom, you get nitro and you’re 
flying on the freeway. Now it took three years to get them there. They didn't take a walk 
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before they ran. No, no, no, I'm not getting on the track. Then all of a sudden they’re 
running like Usain Bolt. But it took three years to get them going like Usain Bolt. And 
they're still partnering - what a great success story from a company that is not initially a 
sports vendor.  
 Because you had to compel and touch at their heart. Eighteen hundred employees in 
Greater Mass. I'll bet more than seventy percent of them would consider themselves a 
strong to avid Red Sox fan. Let's build up some kind of a program that will reward your 
employees with a day at the ball park. We can do a group outing. We can have monthly 
awards based on different measurement of success. That was the angle we took. And it's 
been a great hit. Now again, it took a long time. We had to find the right person to 
champion it. The first challenge was a stiff guy who is in the like scientist space, you know. 
He was like, “what, you don't even know what our customers like.” I said, “yes I do.  Let me 
tell you. Look at this a different way.” It took a long time, but if you keep going at them. 
You keep sending the notes. You send a little present. You find out he has a kid who likes 
baseball and you send them a glove that gets signed by somebody. Over the long play 
although I had no idea I would ever see that deal come to fruition that's what was best 
for the Red Sox and for their business. If you run your business like that regardless of 
whether or not you ever see it come to fruition.  
It’s kind of like if you’re a Christian and you believe that people need to believe and 
know about your faith, you're going to sprinkle your seed. You may never actually see them 
grow up and come to fruition and blossom. But the point is you don't worry about that, you 
worry about what you believe in and what you are compelled and expected to do, and you 
leave it to somebody else to see whether or not it comes to fruition. You know it's the right 
thing to do.  
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So that's kind of how we treat our business here and it's one that has paid dividends. 
Hopefully it will continue, but you're always honest with people. Never be afraid to ask for 
their business.  And you just need to get people on board who are not afraid to fail because 
there are so much more failure than success in this business. People want to talk about and 
hear or see the success because that's what's news worthy.  That’s what the owner cares 
about. The president or the boss. The sales leader. But for every call you make there's forty-
nine of them that will go nowhere so you need people who are resilient and strong and can 
overcome objections or not let it them beat them down because there's a lot more failure in 
any business where you chase people's money than there is success. I have to take a breath 
now. 
Scott: That's fantastic, Joe. That is a ton of wisdom. Very applicable but also some 
philosophical depth. I just glanced at my questions that I had prepared for you and you 
basically nailed most of them. I do have one more question.  I know your time is tight and 
the material you just gave me is huge especially coming from your experience. A lot of the 
opposition in the arts, the play in the arts is let's use our affluent audience patron base and 
see if we can sell that to corporations that are interested in that deal. There are a lot of 
financials, a lot of luxury items, things like that for which that's a huge attraction. But one of 
the big barriers from executives, from some of the patron base and also from some of the 
artists is the whole corporate sell out. We don't want to look too corporate. I wanted you to 
talk about that. If you feel like that's a real threat or if that may be masked or that's ignorance 
or that's for real. 
Joe: Well, it's for real if you guys are hearing that. Maybe, it's more of a condition of 
your industry that has been there for so many years there's the assumption that that's not a 
good thing. I don’t know, I can't really speak for the arts, but on the sports side we were 
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really concerned and I'll give you a real life example. In 2003, I started with the Red Sox, new 
ownership group and there's an iconic part of the ball park called the Green Monster - a big 
wall. It was rebuilt in 1947. It used to have advertising all over it. They had to do a 
renovation. They did and all the advertising went away but it was just green and the 
advertising didn't go back on it. Now fast forward many years, resource group comes in, they 
have big revenue goals, trying to figure out a way to monetize it.  We all know the Green 
Monster is iconic in all of sports and it’s a good advertising position - so we should sell it. 
We were very concerned that the market would look at this ownership group and their staff 
as over-commercializing something that's historic and special . . . 
Scott: Cultural, yeah. 
  Joe: And culturally iconic. I think there's an applicable analogy/example between the 
two. So we had to be very conscientious and careful who we went to and what it was going 
to look like. And then of course how we release to the market place what we're doing and 
have a good reason why. So to make a long story short, we ended up getting two companies 
that were New England based as part of the story and we told them from the outset that this 
was only going to be white on green and that we were not going to put color on the Green 
Monster. We wanted it to look clean. So I know your corporate logo ad is green and black 
and purple. But you are going to have to strip that out if you want to be on the Green 
Monster. We talked with Anheuser Busch and they said thanks but no thanks. We will not 
buy a sign that does not have our red in it. It's just not even an option for us. It was fine. 
Coca-Cola was the same way actually.  
So we ended up going with W.B. Mason. They are still there thirteen, fourteen 
seasons later and a company called Bob Stores. They are out of Connecticut and they have a 
long history in New England. W.B. Mason is out of Boston, Mass. since 1898 – office supply 
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company. They are now in several ball parks and they use the model they used with us. Their 
company has grown. We're part of the success.  
All I can say is we roll out, we sell it, and we get a big number for the deal.  We put 
our PR team on it and we sell an ad. Yes, we're putting signs back on it. 1) Historically, they 
were part of the monster. It’s been forty-five plus years since it’s been up there but there is a 
history of there being advertising.  So they can't say how could they – there would have 
never been advertising – yes, it was done in the very old days. 2) It's going to be clean. It's 
going to fit with the overall aesthetic of the ball park. White on green. 3) They are a New 
England based company. The owners, the company, they are Red Sox fans. They are a Red 
Sox Nation. These aren't carpet baggers. They were Boston, Mass. and Connecticut 
corporations, so they were local companies. Just you and me. 4) The revenue. We were 
doing this to generate revenue obviously. We can’t hide that. We don't want to hide that. 
The revenue was going to go right back into the team, right back into the ball park. We were 
going to renovate the ball park. We were going to build a franchise and put a team together 
that hopefully would break the Curse of the Bambino. Guess what? Two years later we did 
that. So the story played out. Ultimately, the media gave us a total pass. We came out with all 
those talking points. They loved it and they embraced it. Again, if we had not done it in the 
thoughtful way that we had, it could have blown up in our face. 
So this is an example of taking something that people look at. Let's not over-
commercialize it. I don't think that the arts whether or not there is that perception on the 
sales side . . .  We can't look overly-commercial. I'm not sure that the patron cares much 
because I think the patron if you put the message the right way - the arts are not going to be 
around if we don't commercialize them. Do it professionally.  
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By the way, your corporate partners will appreciate that too because you're shielding 
them from just looking overly crass or commercial. They look like patrons. They look like 
good citizens. People who care about sharing. Culturally important in a medium which is the 
next generation  . . . You could totally spin commercialism into something that comes out to 
being character-driven and civic-oriented. Your challenge is going to be convincing people 
internally that you could take a perceived negative and make it a positive. Again, people are 
often very challenged and they are not ready to take on new ideas and do new things in a 
new way.  That's why they hire you. That's part of your challenge and when you're selling it 
to the prospect, your corporate prospect, you need to convince them that anything you do is 
going to be done tactfully. It's going to be classy. It's going to reflect positively on their 
brand. And it's not going to be a back lash of community distaste with a crass 
commercialization of the thing. Look at this arts district that this guy Scott Giffen is 
engineering. I think it can all be handled internally with good PR. That should not be that 
difficult and cause everybody’s dollars are tight. You have to be creative and I think that 
there are ways to do it that will allow you and your team to come out successful financially. 
And make you look really good. Make the district look really good and really smart. Today, 
the arts are sort of walking around pan handling with their hands out saying, please give 
money for the arts so the arts don't go away. You're finding creative ways to rework the 
model and why not? Is it worth having the arts more than not having the arts. I think you 
just have to frame it so it doesn’t look like a scare tactic to scare people but makes it very 
clear this is a new model; this is a new way of securing what I would call partnership 
revenue. 
Sponsorship, especially from a corporate standpoint. - I still think individual gifts are 
sponsorship as they are sponsorship as patrons of the arts - will always be important to your 
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business model. But with corporate support there needs to be something that will come back 
to them whether it's in tickets, whether it's in branding, whether it's in any of the many 
creative approaches that you put out there in the market place or on your website or their 
website together. Maybe it's your third party purchase or you tie in something cool with the 
Cardinals, with the Blues, with WashU, or SLU or whoever. You go out to the University of 
Missouri. Find interesting partnerships that will give you a broader width or carry forth the 
advertising dollars. That's where you'll make some hay. 
 I don't pretend to know your business. I understand sales. I understand relationship 
selling.  I'm sure if you got a whole other bag of challenges in your particular industry. But 
people want to feel important. They want to feel like they are doing a good job. They want 
to look good in front of their bosses and colleagues. If you can find a way to do something 
that's never been done before, I think that's a great way for you to make your mark and be 
very successful in your space and have people clamoring to get in the doors. I don't know 
what your normal gifts are, but I'm guessing you probably need to work on getting more 
volume with maybe smaller corporate donations knowing that your mother load with the big 
seven or eight or nine figured gifts from some family. Those are the ones that probably work 
on different levels that will take years and years potentially to foster. In the meantime, you 
need every Fortune 1000 company that's headquartered in St. Louis whether there are twenty 
of them or two hundred of them -- you can get Southern Illinois, Eastern Missouri area. 
Every one of them needs to be giving to your district. Every one of them needs to have an 
outreach mechanism. If it's been a while you’re there to start fresh and get it going. I think 
you have plenty of desire to do that.  You have to figure out the resources to do it as time 
permits it. But no better time to start than right now. You got to go get it. Go get it. 
[Personal and Post-Interview Conversation Excluded] 
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW WITH ERIC DOUGLASS 
Managing Director, AES Consultants, LLC 
On July 20, 2016 by Scott Giffen via telephone 
[Personal and Pre-Interview Conversation excluded] 
 Scott: . . . when I first started to think about this topic, you were one of the first 
people that came to mind that could offer a great perspective. You always seem to offer 
great perspectives and can speak so well about these various nuances - especially with your 
experiences with Pebble Beach and the Pro-Am Tournament. Quite honestly, Eric, I learned 
from you when I was at Atlanta Symphony. I delved a little bit into corporate sponsorships 
and a little bit into the kind of marketing sponsorship stuff when I was in St. Louis, but not a 
ton. Atlanta was a really kind of first exposure to all that. So, I just thought that you would 
be a great resource and could provide your perspective. So, I would love to get to that. I will 
record this. Just, obviously, the portions that make sense. And I'll have a transcript -- do this 
formality as far as the research process is concerned -- and I'll provide it to you. Anything 
that I use, references or quotes or anything like that in the research, obviously I would get 
approval from you for that. If you wanted to edit it, if you wanted to scratch something out, 
whatever you wanted to do, I will make that happen. These questions here, if you have a 
preference for one of them, we can concentrate on that. The first several questions, those 
are the ones that I have highlighted as ones specifically for you. The ones down at the 
bottom are more kind of my general research questions. But if any of those stand out to you 
feel free to say, 'Hey, let's talk about this one specifically.' But just for formality's sake, do 
you mind stating your name and your associated titles and companies -- it doesn't have to be 
current titles, but your business background in the arts and sponsorships.  
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 Eric: Eric Douglass, currently the senior development officer for Tulane Law 
School. 25 years of experience in sports, entertainment, and arts sponsorship. In a myriad of 
agencies, I have started and run, the main one being AES Consultants -- Arts, 
Entertainment, and Sports Consultants. But, the precursor to that was R&S, which was Rock 
& Sports Productions. And then the Express Group, back in the early '90s. Typically, my 
background has been either agency of record, contract lawyer, or consultant to different arts, 
entertainment, and sports entities. Clients include the NFL, AT&T Pebble Beach Pro-Am, 
Recording Academy, USGA, US Open Tennis Championships and their tournaments, 
Atlanta Symphony, Duke University, and a few others like that. 
 Scott: Fantastic, wonderful. Thank you, Eric. Let's dig in to this third question. Do 
you believe corporate support for the arts has changed in the last few decades, and if so, 
how would you say it has changed?  
 Eric: Well, the honest answer on that, Scott, is I have not been involved in it on a 
consistent basis enough to know. I know it received good support in '99, 2000, actually 2000 
to 2005 when I was securing sponsorships for the High Museum, Atlanta Botanical gardens, 
and things link that. What I will say is that I believe strongly that if there is an event or a tour 
or what have you on the symphony side, doing an exhibition, if it has value, the 
sponsorships will be there. And that's very different from corporate support or nonprofit 
support. And they're not going to run that through the same metrics. I used to say this with 
the Atlanta Symphony. They are going to ask, 'How many eyeballs are we getting in front of 
that fit our socioeconomic demographic objectives, our target audience?' They're going to 
measure it against what they're spending at the Atlanta Braves, the Atlanta Falcons, or the 
Atlanta Zoo. It's not because of, 'Oh, we need to support the arts.' Those are philanthropic 
dollars, and that's probably the biggest challenge in the arts, is that directors of development, 
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directors of the symphony or the museum, have a little trouble making that distinction 
because they come at it from such a passionate point of view. The corporation, if it's 
sponsorship dollars, does not care. Their sponsorships have a specific objective: is it 
reaching our target audience? Otherwise, it's philanthropic dollars and that's fine. What you 
don't know is when UPS, AT&T, or Southwest Airlines are writing that check, they're seeing 
the name of that program, is that recognition for their philanthropic dollars or is that true 
sponsorship advertising? But that's the line that's going to get blurred a little bit sometimes.  
 Scott: Yes, absolutely. This is a question kind of flipping back between sports and 
arts. Do you think from a corporation's perspective that sports sponsorships are more 
desirable than arts sponsorships? 
 Eric: Typically, yeah, depending on what their objectives are. But if you had to make 
a general, sweeping figure, I would say yes -- mainly because there are more assets. You can 
have stadium signage, you can have Twitter feeds during a game, you can have tickets. A lot 
of time in the arts, that's not going to be the case. We joked, when I was at High Museum -- 
and it actually wasn't a joke; it was perceived somewhat humorously -- I would make the 
analogy that I likened what we were doing at the High to The Masters, the Olympics, 
Wimbledon -- very high end, very exquisite, no signage. Think about those three events. 
Watch the Olympics next month. McDonald's is sponsoring; United Airlines is sponsoring. 
There is nothing at the venues. But they're buying ad time on NBC. Their $40 million, $80 
million does not give them air time. It's plain and simple -- for them to use the rings. The 
burden is on the sponsor. Well, at the museum, UPS may underwrite a show or an exhibit, 
but they're not going to have their name at the bottom of a frame. They’re not going to have 
a Van Gogh painting that says, 'Sponsored by UPS.' Maybe there's something on the 
entrance wall or whatever. You see what I'm saying? As opposed to, we are not NASCAR, 
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where you got bumper details all over the painting or in the horn section of the symphony. 
So, yes, there are more assets, and I think the question was, is it easier or more valuable, 
probably yes, in the sports world -- but, again, just because there are more assets in the 
sports world.  
 Scott: And when you say assets, are you talking about opportunities, impressions, 
that sort of thing? 
 Eric: Just physical assets, signage, tickets, hard commodities, hospitality, things like 
that. If you were to make a grid and have the sponsors and the different levels of sponsors 
across the top and the opportunities down on the left hand side of the page. So, there would 
be a museum, a symphony, a sporting event, a baseball team, whatever, and then what the 
assets are, there would be a couple that would crossover, like, 'You can use our logo as a 
sponsor,' and you would say, 'This sponsors the High Museum or the Atlanta Symphony or 
the Atlanta Braves.' And I guess tickets, if there's a season event or the museum opening, 
but there is not like an 80,000 seat stadium, you know.  
 Scott: I'm glad you brought up The Masters because I think that's a really interesting 
crossover as far as perceptions and how they treat sponsorships and things like that -- very 
different than NASCAR or baseball or something like that. One of the things that I am 
interested in as far as this research is concerned is: What are the hesitations or some of the 
resistance toward corporate sponsorship in the arts? If you could talk a little bit about your 
knowledge or maybe even just what your perceptions are toward the arts' resistance to 
corporate sponsorships and maybe even The Masters perspective that they have, just 
allowing the four main sponsors and that's it.  
 Eric: Well, The Masters, I don't think there's resistance, it's plain and simple 
positioning. It is their position and positioning. They are in an enviable position of being 
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able to choose. And they may be the only sporting event -- maybe Wimbledon, maybe. NBC, 
ESPN, I may be wrong, I guess we'll see I guess the national rating committee. Up the 
rating, CBS is going to pay it, because they also and it's interesting distinction, The Masters, 
I'd heard this, I don't know this for fact, but they control the inventory. They're not going to 
have bureaucrats on telecast. They control everything. But that's just an anomaly. So 
compared with the arts yes there is actually a resistance. There is elitism, it's a necessary evil, 
they would rather not do it if they didn't have to if they could fund themselves out of it, just 
their patrons, they absolutely would. They see it as trash, not that they ever admit it, but 
having worked inside those organizations, it's an elitist attitude that, now it's younger people 
coming long and they're more in social media and it's changing somewhat but again I haven't 
been involved since 2005. But your term was accurate, there is a resistance versus Masters 
which is a very calculated position. 
 Scott: What do you, if you could, if there was one or two, maybe even practical 
things that the arts could, not necessarily steal, cause they would have to customize it so it 
fits their own venues or programs, but if there was one or two things that you think the arts 
could learn or take from sports sponsorships, what do you think those one or two things 
would be? 
 Eric: Take care of your sponsors. First and foremost, value them don't treat them as 
a necessary evil. Just so you know, I'm not picking on the arts, on the Tennis front end of 
this, the Tennis players, they act like they are doing a favor to the sponsors. But you know, 
that players just no show for sponsored event, they don't care, they don't need the money. 
But back to the arts world, they do need the money and they need to suck it up and get them 
the signage that they want. So it would be really, not after the event, but after the sale really 
what they could learn how to do a better job at stewarding that sponsorship. And again in 
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some ways they usually are good with the sponsor itself, it's the agencies. But it's just it 
would mainly be stewardship I would think. And maybe these things are changing with 
social media so maybe things are upping a little bit. One solution to that is to find sponsors 
that align with your brand. The other thing they can learn is how to activate these 
sponsorships but they don't tend to do it. How about, if you're an art museum, put one of 
the little media guides or what have you in each hotel room during the 2 months of your 
exhibit. Bring the museum to the hotel, don't wait for people to come and see it. Something 
they'll take home, activating the sponsorship. 
 Scott: That's fascinating and that's a great perspective. I see a lot in the arts and this, 
I don't know where the root of this is but you see a lot of programs with just a ton of 
sponsors, it's almost, I mean I give the arts a hard time but marathon races are big, the whole 
back of the t-shirt is just filled with logos and in your experience, do you feel like that is 
degrading the sponsorship value, the asset value of working with an organization, I want to 
see if you could just talk toward that a little bit. 
 Eric: I don't think it is, degrading is not the word I would use -- it's not effective. It’s 
not an effective use of your dollars. Typically, if they're doing something like that it's the 
difference of linking companies that will do a sponsorship in a marathon and it could just be 
acting as a good community member, community service, we're going to support this 10k 
run or this marathon. 
 Scott: They want their logos with a bunch of other logos? 
 Eric: Yeah, they don't mind, that's not why they're writing the check. Not that they 
want their logo with a bunch of other logos but we know you're underfunded, you need 
some funding and we're going to help. It could be because of product placement, and they 
want their sport drink there, could be in the hands of the runners, get them samples, and 
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things like that. I will say that the t-shirt model or the all the logo comment ad page of a 
program that nobody reads, I don't think it's, it's not degrading, it's not effective, and I think 
most sponsors realize that. They're appreciative of it. It's like doing an event with the 
Grammy awards each year, public music educator awards, in the program. If the program is 
240 pages, it's 200 page of ads, literally. And when they write that check, no one looks at the 
book, they put that down on the coffee table, when they come back. it's about the cover and 
about the ad on page 118. The clutter, I think most corporations, they're aware, they're not 
naive to that. 
 Scott: Talk to me about, tell me about maybe what you felt like was the most 
effective sponsorship relationship during the time at Pebble Beach. Talk through one of 
those relationships from the acquisition of that, the beginning of the partnership, through 
the activation and stewardship and things like that. 
 Eric: Different sponsorships have different objectives, that one it was more about 
client engagement. When a client gets engaged, entertain them, take them out to play golf, 
hang out, beautiful setting, it was all about customer engagement, to entertain their 
customers. It wasn't so much, and the same thing, they would get their sign up on the 
billboards but it rotates through every minute and a half and no one out there is really paying 
attention. I mean your average consumer could care less about the official airline or Delta or 
American Airlines, they're finding the cheapest way to get them out there but it's about 
customer engagement. They would bring their people out in the entertainment so that the 
activation the sponsorship, all that was very very important. By contrast, the deal I did with 
Ford and UPS around the Louvre exhibit that came to the museum, that was very much 
about brand positioning and a good community partner, we helped bring this to Atlanta, I 
mean literally Delta helped bring it to Atlanta on their planes showing the care, UPS as well. 
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And so not so much the signage even though it was at the entranceway but it was, it might 
have been before you got down here, but it was about being able to say in their branding, 
their advertising, we were a proud partner with the High Museum in bringing the Louvre to 
the High, to America. Hilton does that with the Grammy awards, the Grammys are right 
there with the Academy Awards and the Olympics and they don't have any signage on stage 
but it allows their partners, Hilton to say this is where the nominees are sleeping, we are 
proud partners, sleep like a rock, whatever their thing was. It was about aligning their brand 
with that branding, the Academy Awards brand. So really to understand what the objective is 
of the sponsor. It can vary based on the objectives and what they feel is going to be able to 
help them to expand their business better.  
 Scott: Well that's fantastic. In regard to thinking about sports sponsorships and what 
the arts can learn, is there anything else you feel like if you had the opportunity to tell an 
organization they would do whatever you told them to do, is there anything you'd like to add 
to that perspective? 
 Eric: I think it would depend on if I was engaged by them and I'd have to learn what 
their objectives are and what they're trying to accomplish. I don't want to make this some 
blanket. So that's why when I go in as consultant then I like having a download session with 
officers and the development director and learn what they're trying to accomplish. Are they 
trying to change what they've been doing? Let's get a younger audience, and it may be a 
subset of what their overall marketing is, so then let's find ways we can attack that. And then 
I would use examples. Let's align our model, ourselves after The Masters or NASCAR. 
That's all about client engagement and getting those clients out there and smelling the diesel, 
have an experience. 
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 Scott: So it's almost feels like a financial planner assesses the risk tolerance of a client 
that needs to assess the partnership tolerance. 
 Eric: Yeah, very much so. That's very accurate. 
[Personal and Post-Interview Conversation Excluded] 
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